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November 3, 2020
The Honorable Randy McNally
Speaker of the Senate
The Honorable Cameron Sexton
Speaker of the House of Representatives
The Honorable Kerry Roberts, Chair
Senate Committee on Government Operations
The Honorable Iris Rudder, Vice Chair
House Committee on Government Operations
and
Members of the General Assembly
State Capitol
Nashville, TN 37243
and
The Honorable David North, Chair
University of Memphis Board of Trustees
201 Administration Building
Memphis, TN 38152
Ladies and Gentlemen:
We have conducted a performance audit of selected programs and activities of the University of
Memphis Board of Trustees for the period July 1, 2016, through May 31, 2020. This audit was conducted
pursuant to the requirements of the Tennessee Governmental Entity Review Law, Section 4-29-111,
Tennessee Code Annotated.
Our audit disclosed one finding, which is detailed in the Audit Conclusions section of this report.
The Board of Trustees and management of the University of Memphis have responded to the audit finding;
we have included the responses following the finding. We will follow up the audit to examine the
application of the procedures instituted because of the audit finding.
This report is intended to aid the Joint Government Operations Committee in its review to
determine whether the University of Memphis Board of Trustees should be continued, restructured, or
terminated.
Sincerely,

Katherine J. Stickel, CPA, CGFM
Director
Division of State Audit
KJS/mkb
20/058

Division of State Audit

University of Memphis Board of Trustees
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Our mission is to make government work better.

AUDIT HIGHLIGHTS
University of Memphis’ Mission
The University of Memphis is a learner-centered metropolitan research university providing
high quality educational experiences while pursuing new knowledge through research, artistic
expression, and interdisciplinary and engaged scholarship.
We have audited the University of Memphis Board of Trustees (UofM Board) for the
period July 1, 2016, through May 31, 2020. Our audit scope included a review of internal controls
and compliance with laws, regulations, policies, procedures,
Scheduled Termination Date:
and provisions of contracts or grant agreements in the
June 30, 2021
following areas:


Board Oversight and Responsibilities;



Campus Safety and Security;



Mental Health Services;



Strategic Plan and Performance Measures; and



Higher Education Emergency Relief Fund Administration.

KEY CONCLUSIONS

FINDING
 UofM management did not report an allegation of fraud, waste, and abuse to the
Comptroller’s Office (page 25).

OBSERVATIONS
The following topics are included in this report because of their effect on the operations of
the University of Memphis Board of Trustees, the university, and the citizens of Tennessee:

 One UofM Board member missed over half of board and committee meetings (page
26).
 The UofM Board should ensure compliance with electronic participation provisions
found in the Open Meetings Act (page 27).
 The UofM Board did not adopt a professional development policy (page 27).
 The UofM Board did not clearly define the president’s role during meetings (page 27).
 UofM Board members did not submit financial disclosure forms within the timeframe
established by their conflict-of-interest policy (page 28).
 UofM management did not follow the university’s salary increase and extra
compensation policies (page 28).
 UofM management should ensure the Annual Security and Fire Safety Report includes
all required components (page 41).
 UofM management should ensure the accuracy of Clery daily crime log entries (page
42).
 The UofM Counseling Center should consider the IACS counselor-to-student ratio
standard (page 50).
 UofM management did not provide a suicide prevention plan to UofM students, faculty,
and staff during the fall 2019 semester (page 51).

MATTERS FOR LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION
 The General Assembly may wish to consider revising Section 49-8-201, Tennessee
Code Annotated, to require state university boards to livestream and archive board
committee meetings (page 29).
 The General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee Code Annotated to participate
in the Psychology Interjurisdictional Compact Act (PSYSPACT) (page 51).
 The General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee Code Annotated to require that
higher education institutions publish annual reports on key mental health statistics for
their students (page 52).

EMERGING ISSUES
 Universities may face a growing shortage of mental health professionals (page 47).
 Universities may experience an enrollment cliff (page 57).
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INTRODUCTION

AUDIT AUTHORITY
This performance audit of the University of Memphis Board of Trustees (UofM Board)
was conducted pursuant to the Tennessee Governmental Entity Review Law, Title 4, Chapter 29,
Tennessee Code Annotated. Under Section 4-29-242(a)(61), the UofM Board is scheduled to
terminate June 30, 2021. The Comptroller of the Treasury is authorized under Section 4-29-111
to conduct a limited program review audit of the agency and to report to the Joint Government
Operations Committee of the General Assembly. This audit is intended to aid the committee in
determining whether the UofM Board should be continued, restructured, or terminated.

BACKGROUND
During the 2016 legislative session, the General Assembly passed Public Chapter No. 869,
known as the Focus on College and University Success (FOCUS) Act, which dramatically changed
the responsibility for oversight over UofM. The FOCUS Act severed the Tennessee Board of
Regents’ (TBR) direct oversight of the university and created a 10-member local governing board
of trustees that is responsible for UofM’s management and
governance, including curricula, program development,
The 2016 FOCUS Act
budgeting, procurement, and tuition and fee levels. The
dramatically changed the
creation of the state university board provided for greater
responsibility for
autonomy in the pursuit of innovation and differentiation,
oversight over UofM.
with the UofM Board focused solely on one institution, UofM,
and its strategic direction. The new board held their first
meeting on March 17, 2017.
UofM Board members serve as unsalaried trustees while maintaining their external
professional responsibilities. Board members are reimbursed for travel expenses incurred while
performing their official UofM Board responsibilities. By accepting their nominations to serve on
the board, the members voluntarily provide their experience to oversee the school system, its
students, and its employees. See Appendix 2 for a current list of UofM Board members.

1

University of Memphis
The University of Memphis (UofM) located in Memphis, TN is a post-secondary institution
that offers undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral degree programs. Chartered in 1909 the school
opened in 1912 as the West Tennessee State Normal School. In 1925 the name changed to the
West Tennessee State Teacher’s College and changed again in 1941 to the Memphis State College.
The college achieved university status as Memphis State University in 1957. The final name
change occurred in 1994, establishing the University of Memphis which continues today.

Vision Statement:
The University of Memphis
is an internationally
recognized, urban public
research university
preparing students for
success in a diverse,
innovative, global
environment
Source: www.facebook.com/ufmemphis/photos/

Fall 2019 Enrollment
Undergraduate
17,378
Graduate – Academic
2,831
†
Graduate – Professional
1,476
Total Enrollment
21,685

Fall 2019 Undergraduate Tuition and Fees*
$9,924
2019 Full-time Faculty
902

*Amount includes in-state general maintenance and other mandatory fees and does not include optional fees such as
room and board.
†Graduate – Professional enrollment includes doctorate degrees.
Source: Enrollment and faculty data provided by UofM; tuition and fees data provided by the Tennessee Higher
Education Commission (THEC).

Among other initiatives and programs, UofM operates an extended campus and an
educational center to focus on outreach and service to its communities and to bring educational
opportunities to the region and state. UofM Lambuth is a full-service campus that provides
courses and degree programs in one of the region’s major population centers, Jackson, TN. UofM
Lambuth offers smaller class sizes within a close-knit community with the backing of a major
research university. UofM’s Millington Center is dedicated to serving the educational needs of
Millington and the surrounding counties, offering shorter terms, evening and weekend courses,
and hybrid courses.
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UofM Foundation
The University of Memphis Foundation (UofM Foundation) is a not-for-profit entity
and was established in 1964 as a separate entity from UofM. The purpose of the UofM Foundation
is to raise and manage private support for the university and to support UofM’s strategic plan to
provide the highest quality education by focusing on research and service benefiting local and
global communities To accomplish this goal, the UofM Foundation utilizes a 17-member board
of directors. The UofM Foundation receives annual audits of its financial statements through a
public accounting firm, and the UofM Foundation’s audits for the 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019
fiscal years did not include any findings. UofM also has a Research Foundation that is audited
externally by a public accounting firm, and the UofM Research Foundation’s audits for the 2016,
2017, 2018, and 2019 fiscal years included one finding in 2017 that was closed in the following
audit.

Internal Control Responsibilities: Oversight Bodies and Management
As an oversight body, the UofM Board has separate responsibilities from UofM
management (including the President and other officers). The U.S. Government Accountability
Office’s Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government (Green Book) sets internal
control standards for federal entities. The Green Book adapts the principles of the Committee of
Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission’s (COSO’s) Internal Control – Integrated
Framework for the government environment. In the absence of established internal control
frameworks, the Green Book’s principles serve as best practices for non-federal entities and
establish key internal control responsibilities for oversight bodies and for management of an
organization. Paragraphs 2.09 and 2.10 of the Green Book outline the following key
responsibilities for oversight bodies for an institution’s internal control system:


overseeing management’s design, implementation, and operation of the entity’s
internal control system;



establishing integrity and ethical values, oversight structure, and expectations of
competence;



maintaining accountability to all oversight body members and key stakeholders;



overseeing management’s risk assessment as it relates to internal control and control
activities;



analyzing and discussing information related to the entity’s achievement of objectives;
and



overseeing the nature and scope of management’s monitoring activities.

Per Principle 10, “Design Control Activities,” management of an organization is
responsible for designing control activities to achieve objectives and respond to risks. Examples
of management’s internal control tasks include reviewing functions and activities, managing
human capital, maintaining controls for information processing, and establishing performance
measures.
3

To evaluate the UofM Board’s oversight of university management, we assessed
management’s implementation and execution of policies and procedures, as well as their
compliance with laws, regulations, and best practices, in key areas identified in our audit scope.

The Tennessee Higher Education Commission
The Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) serves as the coordinating
authority for implementing Tennessee’s statewide higher education public and fiscal policy. The
Tennessee General Assembly created THEC in 1967 to facilitate a coordinated and unified public
postsecondary mission across higher education institutions in Tennessee. THEC develops a
statewide master plan for the future development of public universities, community colleges, and
colleges of applied technology. 1 Among THEC’s other statutory responsibilities are


establishing annual tuition and fee increase parameters for in-state undergraduate
students;



reviewing and approving new academic programs;



developing and utilizing an outcomes-based funding model for institutions, and
considering the operating and capital expenses of each institution; and



involving higher education institutions in the collaboration and development of transfer
pathways.

THEC and the UofM Board
The UofM Board is responsible for the strategic direction of the university, including
establishing policies and goals. Similarly, THEC is responsible for making statewide
postsecondary strategic decisions and ensuring that public colleges and other institutions are
aligned with the state’s mission and values. For the university to offer new programs of study, the
UofM Board requires THEC approval. Additionally, in conjunction with school systems including
UofM, school campuses, and state government representatives, THEC establishes an outcomesbased funding formula to incentivize academic success, such as degree completion rates.
Like the UofM Board, THEC is subject to the Tennessee Governmental Entity Review
Law, compiled in Title 4, Chapter 29, Tennessee Code Annotated; however, THEC is not included
within the scope of this audit report, and we do not conclude on THEC’s compliance with laws,
regulations, and internal policies. Instead, we focused on the UofM Board’s and university

1
Section 49-7-202,Tennessee Code Annotated, dictates that the statewide master plan includes “addressing the state’s
economic development, workforce development, and research needs; ensuring increased degree production within the
state’s capacity to support higher education; and using institutional mission differentiation to realize statewide
efficiencies through institutional collaboration.” THEC’s Master Plan for Tennessee Postsecondary Education for
2015 through 2025 is available at https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/thec/bureau/research/other-research/masterplan/MasterPlan2025_0418.pdf.
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management’s compliance with various THEC requirements and provide information on THEC’s
responsibilities as they relate to UofM’s operations and strategic decisions.

Effects of the COVID‐19 Pandemic
In early 2020, an outbreak of the novel strain of coronavirus (COVID-19) emerged
globally. Federal, state, and local mandates have resulted in an overall decline in economic
activity. At the time of our audit report, the UofM Board and management continued to evaluate
and address the ongoing impacts of the virus on the
university’s finances and enrollment.
The UofM Board and management
continue to evaluate and address the
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
ongoing impacts of the virus on the
university ceased in-person teaching in March
university’s finances and enrollment.
2020 and moved all university courses to an online
Since the economic disruption caused format. UofM held all Summer 2020 classes as
by the COVID-19 pandemic occurred
online-only courses with many staff working
after our audit began, we have not
remotely.
For the fall 2020 semester, the
assessed the pandemic’s business
university planned for in-person classes beginning
September 21st but decided to delay due to the
impacts to UofM.
Shelby County Health Department’s monitoring of
COVID-19 cases in the county. According to the university’s website, UofM has implemented
multiple precautionary measures in anticipation of students returning to classes for the fall 2020
semester, including requiring face coverings, implementing social distancing precautions, and
density limits in all workspaces and building areas.
Since March 2020, the university has maintained designated sections of its website to
communicate information to students, faculty, parents, and others about both the university’s
ongoing response to the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as the university’s plans for students and
faculty to return to campus for the fall 2020 semester. There is, however, a high degree of
uncertainty as to if or how the pandemic will affect the fall 2020 semester’s enrollment, as well as
any impacts to the short- or long-term financial health of the institution.
In March 2020, the U.S. Congress passed and the President of the United States signed into
law the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act, which included over $14
billion in funding specifically for institutions of higher education through the Higher Education
Emergency Relief Fund (HEERF). Through
We exhibit our conclusions on elements
HEERF, UofM received $16.4 million, which
the university could use for students’
of the university’s mental health
emergency financial aid and distance learning
services, performance measures, and
equipment.
administration of HEERF awards in our
Mental Health and Student
Our audit coincided with the 2020
Counseling, Strategic Plan and
outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. To
Performance Measures, and Higher
avoid disruption to the UofM Board’s and
Education Emergency Relief Fund
management’s ongoing actions to address the
Administration
sections of our report.
impacts of the virus on the university, we
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obtained an understanding of the funds the university received and how they planned to account
for and use them, but we did not audit the university’s performance related to addressing the
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. The university’s actions taken as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic are not included within the scope of this audit report, and we do not conclude on the
university’s COVID-19-related actions with regard to compliance with laws, regulations, and
internal policies. The Division of State Audit will review the university’s HEERF grant awards,
including assessing internal controls and compliance with requirements of federal programs, as a
component of the 2020 State of Tennessee Single Audit.
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University of Memphis
Organizational Chart
As of October 22, 2020

Source: https://www.memphis.edu/hr/orgcharts.php.
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AUDIT SCOPE
We have audited the University of Memphis Board of Trustees (UofM Board) for the
period July 1, 2016, through May 31, 2020. Our audit scope included a review of internal controls
and compliance with laws, regulations, policies, procedures, and provisions of contracts or grant
agreements in the following areas:


Board Oversight and Responsibilities;



Campus Safety and Security;



Mental Health Services;



Strategic Plan and Performance Measures; and



Higher Education Emergency Relief Fund Administration.

UofM management is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal
control and for complying with applicable laws, regulations, policies, procedures, and provisions
of contracts and grant agreements.
We provide further information on the scope of our assessment of internal control
significant to our audit objectives in Appendix 1. In compliance with generally accepted
government auditing standards, when internal control is significant within the context of our audit
objectives, we include in the audit report (1) the scope of our work on internal control and (2) any
deficiencies in internal control that are significant within the context of our audit objectives and
based upon the audit work we performed. We provide the scope of our work on internal control
in the detailed methodology of each audit section and in Appendix 1, and we identify any internal
control deficiencies significant to our audit objectives in our audit conclusions, findings, and
observations.
For our sample design, we used nonstatistical audit sampling, which was the most
appropriate and cost-effective method for concluding on our audit objectives. Based on our
professional judgment, review of authoritative sampling guidance, and careful consideration of
underlying statistical concepts, we believe that nonstatistical sampling provides sufficient
appropriate audit evidence to support the conclusions in our report. Although our sample results
provide reasonable bases for drawing conclusions, the errors identified in these samples cannot be
used to make statistically valid projections to the original populations. We present more detailed
information about our methodologies in the individual sections of this report.
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS

REPORT OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS
Section 8-4-109(c), Tennessee Code Annotated, requires that each state department,
agency, or institution report to the Comptroller of the Treasury the action taken to implement the
recommendations in the prior audit report. However, this was the first performance audit of the
University of Memphis Board of Trustees; therefore, there were no findings for follow-up in
conjunction with this audit.
Other divisions within the Comptroller’s Office have released reports involving UofM,
including other groups within the Division of State Audit as well as the Office of Research and
Education Accountability. We exhibit selected findings, results, and recommendations from these
reports in Appendix 4

9

AUDIT CONCLUSIONS

BOARD OVERSIGHT AND RESPONSIBILITIES

University of Memphis
Source: https://www.facebook.com/pg/uofmemphis/

BOARD OVERSIGHT AND RESPONSIBILITIES
With the passage of Chapter 869 of the Public Acts of 2016, the Focus on College and
University Success (FOCUS) Act, the Tennessee General Assembly transferred governance of
University of Memphis (UofM) from the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) to a local governing
board of trustees. The FOCUS Act stipulates the composition of the University of Memphis Board
of Trustees (UofM Board) and grants the board the power to directly oversee the school’s President
and administration, curricula, program development, budgeting, procurement, and tuition and fee
levels.
We focused on four areas of the UofM Board’s responsibilities and powers:
1. UofM Board composition,
2. oversight and policy development,
3. board member orientation and ethics, and
4. meeting requirements.
UofM Board Composition
Pursuant to Section 49-8-201(f)(1), Tennessee Code Annotated, the UofM Board consists
of 10 board members, 9 voting and 1 nonvoting. The Governor appoints 8 voting members, subject
to the General Assembly’s approval through a joint House and Senate resolution. Of these 8
members, 6 must be residents of the State of Tennessee and at least 3 must be UofM alumni. The
UofM Faculty Senate elects the 9th voting member, and the UofM Board appoints the nonvoting,
student member.
UofM Board Committees
Article IV of the UofM Board’s by-laws states that the board can establish standing
committees, if one is attributed to audit functions and allow the Chair or Vice Chair of the board
to establish special committees for specific assignments. As of September 30, 2020, the UofM
Board maintains the following committees:


The Executive Committee has the
power to act on behalf of the board to
See Appendix 2 for the membership of
approve all institutional transactions
the full UofM Board, as well as the
concerning real property, as well as
membership of each UofM Board
any other matters, in harmony with
committee, as of September 30, 2020.
the general policies of the board,
during the periods between meetings
of the full board, which must be
documented in meeting minutes. The committee also makes recommendations to the
board for the President’s initial compensation; periodically reviews the board’s bylaws;
and monitors, oversees, and reviews compliance with the code of ethics for trustees. The
Executive Committee shall only consist of the Board Chair, the Vice Chair, and a third
member elected by the full UofM Board.
12



The Audit Committee oversees the integrity of the university’s financial reporting
process and systems of internal controls regarding finance, accounting, and legal
compliance, and may conduct or authorize investigations at any time. The committee
is also responsible for directing the internal audit function and any external auditors the
committee employs, as well as reviewing the audits of the Comptroller’s Office
Division of State Audit.



The Governance and Finance Committee has the responsibility to create finance,
business, administration, and facilities activities and policies and to recommend those
policies to the full board. The committee also makes recommendations to the board on
tuition and fee rates; guidelines for the annual operating budget; appropriations requests
to state agencies; capital outlay budgets; the facilities master plan; and the board’s
interest in and maintenance of real property.



The Academic, Research, and Student Success Committee oversees the university’s
strategic and long-range academic plans; develops new academic programs; evaluates
ongoing academic programs; and approves the university’s admission, progression,
retention, and graduation standards. The committee, in collaboration with academic
leaders, strives to advance the university’s mission of being “a learner-centered
university” that provides high-quality “educational experiences while pursuing new
knowledge through research, artistic expression, and interdisciplinary and engaged
scholarship.”

Oversight and Policy Development
Section 49-8-203(a)(1)(E), Tennessee Code Annotated, grants the UofM Board the power
to “assume general responsibility for the operation” of the university, with the ability to delegate
to the university president “such powers and duties as are necessary and appropriate for the
efficient administration of the institution and its programs.” We summarize pertinent sections of
Tennessee Code Annotated regarding the powers and duties of the UofM Board in Table 1.
Table 1
Summary of UofM Oversight Powers and Duties Conferred by Tennessee Code Annotated
Tennessee Code
Summary of Oversight Powers and Duties
Annotated Reference
49-8-203
State university boards have the power to
 choose the university President;
 “confirm the appointment of administrative personnel, teachers,
and other employees” of the university and “fix their salaries and
terms of office”;
 set “curricula and requirements for diplomas and degrees”;
 approve the operating and capital budgets and set the fiscal
policies of the schools and programs under their control;
 set “policies and regulations” over campus life, including “the
conduct of students, student housing, parking, and safety”;
 receive gifts and donations on behalf of the university; and

13



49-8-117(a)(1)
49-8-201(f)(8)(B)
49-8-201(f)(8)(C)

49-8-301 and 303
49-8-104

subject to state requirements and regulations, purchase and
condemn land and erect buildings.
State university boards must “establish a grievance procedure for all
support staff employees.”
State university boards must “adopt by-laws and rules for the
organization and conduct of its business.”
TBR policies and guidelines approved by July 1, 2016, and “applicable
to the state university boards and their respective institutions” serve as
the “policies and guidelines of the state university boards and their
respective institutions” until the state university board rescinds or revises
the policies.
State university boards must establish policies for faculty tenure and
“develop procedures for the termination of faculty with tenure for
adequate cause.”
State university boards have the power to establish residency
requirements for students.

Source: LexisNexis online database.

To facilitate the transition of oversight from the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) to
local governing state university boards, Tennessee Code Annotated allowed state university
boards, including UofM’s, to continue to use TBR policies until the board established their own
policies.
Oversight of Internal Control
As an oversight body, the UofM Board has separate responsibilities from UofM
management (including the President and other officers). The U.S. Government Accountability
Office’s Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government (Green Book) serves as best
practices for instituting internal control in state agencies. The Green Book establishes that an
oversight body, such as the UofM Board, “is responsible for overseeing the strategic direction of
the entity and obligations related to the accountability of the entity. This includes overseeing
management’s design, implementation, and operation of an internal control system.”
SACSCOC Accreditation
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC)
serves as the regional body for the accreditation of degree-granting higher education institutions
in the Southern states, including Tennessee. To gain or maintain SACSCOC accreditation, an
institution must comply with the standards contained in the Principles of Accreditation:
Foundations for Quality Enhancement and with the commission’s policies and procedures. The
SACSCOC Board of Trustees most recently reaffirmed UofM’s accreditation for ten years in 2015.
Oversight of the President
According to Principle 4.2.c, of the SACSCOC Principles of Accreditation: Foundations
for Quality Enhancement, SACSCOC requires the governing board to select and evaluate the
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institution’s chief executive officer (CEO). SACSCOC expects the governing board to evaluate
the CEO at least every three years. Even if some aspects of this responsibility can be delegated
within a complex higher education system, the board must oversee these processes and make
ultimate decisions on CEO retention, contract renewal, and dismissal.
Likewise, according to the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges
(AGB), one of the critical duties of a governing board is oversight of the President. The AGB is
an organization centered on governance in higher education and offers best practice guidance to
the oversight bodies of colleges and universities. According to Principle 6 of the AGB’s Statement
on Board Responsibility for Institutional Governance,
The selection, assessment, and support of the president are the most important
exercises of strategic responsibility by the board. . . . Boards should assess the
president’s performance on an annual basis for progress toward attainment of goals
and objectives, as well as for compensation review purposes, and more
comprehensively every several years in consultation with other constituent groups.
In assessing the president’s performance, boards should bear in mind that board and
presidential effectiveness are interdependent.
Communication With the Campus Community and Other Stakeholders
As the oversight body for the university and its stakeholders, the UofM Board is expected
to engage with the campus community and gauge the concerns of the university’s stakeholders.
According to Principle 4 of the AGB’s Statement on Board Responsibility for Institutional
Governance,
Boards should ensure open communication with campus constituencies. Faculty,
staff, and students have a vital stake in the institution and should be given
opportunities to be heard on various issues and participate in the governance
process.
The UofM Board’s Public Comment Policy allows anyone to request to address the UofM Board.
Those who wish to address the board must submit a request to the Board Secretary at least three
days before a board meeting.
Approval of Budgets, Fiscal Policies, and Salaries
Section 49-8-203, Tennessee Code Annotated, grants the UofM Board the authority to
approve annual operating budgets and to set fiscal policies. By approving the annual operating
budget, the UofM Board confirms staff salaries. UofM management can award salary increases
and payments of extra compensation within the bounds of the operating budget and UofM policies.
Salary increases include promotions, department-wide salary increases, and merit-based pay
increases, while extra compensation payments include bonuses and pay for work performed
outside of the scope of the general responsibilities of a position.
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Board Member Orientation and Ethics
Tennessee Code Annotated requires each UofM Board member, within one year of
appointment to the board, to participate in an orientation program administered through the
Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC). This orientation provides board members with
overviews of the environment of higher education in Tennessee, funding mechanisms for state
colleges and universities, compliance with applicable meeting requirements, and effective board
governance. Tennessee Code Annotated also requires the UofM Board to adopt a code of ethics
for board members and an ongoing professional development policy. We summarize the pertinent
sections of Tennessee Code Annotated in Table 2.
Table 2
Summary of UofM Board Orientation and Ethics Requirements of
Tennessee Code Annotated
Tennessee Code
Annotated
Summary of Orientation and Ethics Requirements
Reference
49-8-201(f)(7)(A) Prior to the state university board’s “first called meeting,” members must
attend orientation training designed by THEC. Members appointed to the
board after the first meeting must “attend orientation seminars within their
first year of service.”
49-8-204(a)
The state university board must develop a code of ethics to “apply to and
govern the conduct of all appointed members.”
49-8-201(f)(8)(c) The state university board must “adopt a policy that facilitates ongoing
professional development for members.”
Source: LexisNexis online database.

At the inaugural UofM Board meeting on March 17, 2017, the board approved a conflict
of interest policy that requires UofM Board members to submit a financial disclosure form within
30 days of the first seating on the board and on or before January 31 each subsequent year. The
UofM Board also adopted a code of ethics that reiterates the conflict-of-interest policy.
Fiduciary Duty
The THEC orientation includes a key aspect of a board member’s role: the fiduciary duty
to the institution. Governing bodies have a fiduciary duty to the institutions they oversee.
Members of the UofM Board have an obligation to act in the best interest of UofM, including
demonstrating due care and exhibiting the highest integrity in the execution of their
responsibilities. The AGB Board of Directors’ Statement on the Fiduciary Duties of Governing
Board Members provides the following guidance on how governing boards should act:
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While governing boards act as a body, the fiduciary duties applied by law and best
practice fall on individual board members. Each has a personal responsibility to
ensure that he or she is up to the task and fulfilling his or her obligations. Effective
board members must be more than names on a masthead. They must be fully
engaged. They must attend meetings, read and evaluate the materials, ask questions
and get answers, honor confidentiality, avoid conflicts of interest, demonstrate
loyalty, understand and uphold mission,
and ensure legal and ethical compliance.
Exhibit 1
Those who cannot do so must step down
Association of Governing Boards
and allow others to take their place. The
Illustrative Questions
success and sustainability of the
institution and the protection of board
members from personal liability require
nothing less.
Meeting Requirements
As a governing body, the UofM Board
and committees must comply with the open
meetings laws compiled in Title 8, Chapter 44,
Tennessee Code Annotated.
The Open
Meetings Act requires that meetings of a
governing body be open to the public, that
adequate public notice be given, and that
minutes be available for public inspection and
“contain a record of the persons present, all
motions, proposals and resolutions offered, the
results of any votes taken, and a record of
individual votes in the event of a roll call.”
Additionally, Title 49, Chapter 8 prescribes
specific requirements for locally governed state
university boards of trustees.

Source: AGB Board of Directors’ Statement on the
Fiduciary Duties of Governing Board Members,
July 2015.

Table 3
Summary of UofM Board Meeting Requirements Provided by Tennessee Code Annotated
Tennessee Code
Summary of UofM Board Meeting Requirements
Annotated Reference
49-8-201(f)(7)(B)(ii-iii) State university boards must meet at least four times a year. These
meetings must “be made available for viewing by the public over the
internet by streaming video accessible from the respective institution’s
website. Archived videos of the board meetings shall also be available
to the public through the respective institution’s website.”
8-44-102(a)
As a “governing body,” meetings of the state university board and
committees are “open to the public at all times, except as provided by
the Constitution of Tennessee.”
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8-44-103
8-44-104

8-44-108(b)

The governing body must “give adequate public notice” of all
meetings, including regular meetings or any special meetings “not
previously scheduled by statute, ordinance, or resolution.”
Meeting minutes must “be promptly and fully recorded” and “open to
public inspection.” Minutes must include “a record of persons present,
all motions, proposals, and resolutions offered, the results of any votes
taken, and a record of individual votes in the event of roll call.” Secret
votes or ballots are not allowed.
A governing body may “allow participation by electronic or other
means of communication . . . [if] a physical quorum is present at the
location.” When a quorum can only be reached through allowing
electronic communication, “the governing body must make a
determination that a necessity exists.” The meeting minutes must
include the determination and related facts and circumstances, and the
governing body must file the determination with “the office of
secretary of state no later than two (2) working days after the meeting.”

Source: LexisNexis online database.

If UofM Board members are unable to attend a meeting physically, UofM Board bylaws
and the Open Meetings Act allow board members to participate electronically. If a UofM Board
member participates electronically, the member must identify anyone present with them at their
location and must be able to hear and speak during the meeting, and the board must use roll call
votes.
Records Disposition Authorization Policies
State law requires the Public Records Commission to determine and order the proper
disposition of the state’s public records and to direct the Tennessee Department of State’s Records
Management Division. In addition to traditional documents such as papers and photographs,
Section 10-7-301(6), Tennessee Code Annotated, includes in its definition of public records other
materials such as electronic files, films, and recordings. Public officials, including UofM staff,
are legally responsible for creating and maintaining records of government operations according
to established records disposition authorization policies (RDAs). According to Section 10-7509, Tennessee Code Annotated, records must be safeguarded and disposed of according to the
RDAs. Agencies must submit a certificate of destruction to the Records Management Division
after properly disposing of any public records.
In March 2013, the Records Management Division developed an online application to
catalog and maintain RDAs, and the Public Records Commission asked all state agencies to amend
or retire their existing RDAs and to create new ones for public records still in use. As a state
university, UofM must follow applicable statewide RDAs, which generally apply to all state
agencies, and university statewide RDAs, which generally apply to all state universities. UofM
does not have any school-specific RDAs.
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Audit Results
1. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board meet the composition requirements established in
Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board met all composition requirements.

2. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board establish standing committees?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board established four standing committees: academic, research,
and student success; audit; governance and finance; and executive.

3. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board establish rules and policies for defining the residency
of students for the purpose of determining out-of-state tuition charges, as
established in Section 49-8-104, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board established rules and polices for defining the residency of
students for the purpose of determining out-of-state tuition charges.

4. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board establish grievance procedures for all support staff
employees as required by Section 49-8-117, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board established grievance procedures for all support staff
employees.

5. Audit Objective: Did UofM Board members receive training from the Tennessee Higher
Education Commission as established in Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code
Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, we noted that all but one member received training in
the one-year timeframe established under Section 49-8-201. The one
member received training 15 months after appointment to the UofM Board.

6. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board meet at least four times in calendar years 2017, 2018,
and 2019 and have a quorum present at each meeting held since July 1,
2016, as required by Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of UofM Board meeting minutes, we determined that
the board met at least four times in 2017, 2018, and 2019 and had a quorum
present at each meeting held since the inaugural meeting held on March 17,
2017. During our review of board and committee meeting minutes we noted
one board member attended less than 50% of board meetings and assigned
committee meetings. See Observation 1 for more details.
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7. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board make meetings available for viewing from the board’s
website and post archived meetings, as established in Section 49-8-201,
Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of UofM’s website and board videos, all board
meetings were available for viewing from the website and posted archived
meetings, as established in Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated.
We noted that the UofM Board did not make committee meetings available
for viewing from their website; see the Matter for Legislative
Consideration 1 for further information.

8. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board and committees comply with provisions of the
Tennessee Open Meetings Act as established in Title 8, Chapter 44,
Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, the UofM Board and committees complied with
provisions of the Tennessee Open Meetings Act, except for the instances
noted in Observation 2.

9. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board adopt a policy that facilitates ongoing professional
development for members as required by Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code
Annotated?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board did not adopt a policy that facilitates ongoing professional
development for members. See Observation 3.

10. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board adopt bylaws and rules for the organization and
conduct of their business, as required by Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code
Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of the UofM Board’s bylaws and rules, we determined
that the UofM Board adopted necessary bylaws and rules for the
organization and business conduct.

11. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board and the board’s committees comply with applicable
bylaws, policies, and best practice in conducting their meetings?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, the UofM Board and the board’s committees complied
with applicable bylaws, policies, and best practices in conducting their
meetings, except for instances noted in Observation 4.

12. Audit Objective: As established in Section 49-8-203, Tennessee Code Annotated, did the
UofM Board exercise their power to

20

a. select and employ the chief executive officer and confirm the
appointment of administrative personnel, teachers, and other employees
and to fix their salaries and terms of office?
b. prescribe curricula and requirements for diplomas and degrees?
c. approve operating budgets and set fiscal policies?
d. establish policies and regulations regarding the campus life of the
institutions, including student conduct, student housing, parking, and
safety?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, we determined the following:
a. The Tennessee Board of Regents approved the selection of the current
UofM President in 2014, prior to the creation of the UofM Board. On
March 17, 2017, during the inaugural board meeting, the UofM Board
affirmed the UofM President’s employment by passing a resolution of
delegation of authority to the President. Additionally, the board
approved the university’s compensation plan at the June 6, 2017,
meeting.
b. The UofM Board approved curricula and requirements for diplomas and
degrees by approving all additions, modifications, and deletions of
academic programs and units.
c. The UofM Board approved operating budgets in their June 2017, 2018,
and 2019 meetings and approved a Debt Management policy at their
March 6, 2019, meeting.
d. The UofM Board established policies regarding student housing during
the December 5, 2018, meeting and a traffic and parking rule at the June
5, 2019, meeting.

13. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board provide a method for the general public to address the
board or the board’s committees?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of UofM Board policy, we determined that the board
provided a method for the general public to address the board and the
board’s committees.

14. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board have a process to gauge the interests and concerns of
the campus community, including students and faculty?
Conclusion: Based on our review of university policies and interviews with UofM Board
members, we determined that the board receives student survey results from
the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), receives perspectives
of faculty and students through the faculty and student board members, and
has approved a public comment policy for interested parties to address the
board.
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15. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board establish and adopt a code of ethics to govern the
conduct of all appointed members of the board, as required by Section 498-204, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of the UofM Board’s code of ethics, we determined
that the UofM Board established and adopted a code of ethics.

16. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board members complete annual conflict-of-interest forms
as required by board and university policies?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, UofM Board members did not always submit financial
disclosure forms upon appointment and did not submit the forms on time in
keeping with the board policy. See Observation 5.

17. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board promulgate a tenure policy or policies for faculty,
including developing procedures for the termination of faculty for adequate
cause, as required by Sections 49-8-301 and 303, Tennessee Code
Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, the UofM Board approved tenure policies for the
faculty, including procedures for the termination of faculty for adequate
cause.

18. Audit Objective: Were UofM’s records disposition authorization policies updated and
approved by the Public Records Commission since March 2013, and did
they require at least a five-year retention period?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, we determined that UofM’s RDA polices have been
updated and approved by the Public Records Commission since March
2013. During our analysis of statewide RDAs prescribed by the Department
of State’s Records Management Division, we found that UofM did not have
two of the applicable RDAs on its list of RDAs. The Records Officer agreed
and made the necessary updates to ensure compliance with all requirements.

19. Audit Objective: In compliance with the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges’ requirements, the Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges’ guidance, and UofM Board policies,
did the UofM Board evaluate the UofM President’s performance?
Conclusion:

Based on our review of UofM Board policies and meeting minutes, we
determined that that the board developed procedures and completed
evaluations for the university President for calendar years 2017, 2019, and
2020, but they did not complete an evaluation in 2018. On June 5, 2019,
the UofM Board approved the “Presidential Review and Evaluation” policy,
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which requires an annual review and a comprehensive review conducted
every three years.
20. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board approve and monitor significant capital projects?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, the UofM Board approved the capital project budget
during our scope and received ongoing updates on capital projects.

21. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board ensure the university followed applicable policies for
extra compensation, promotions, and raises for administrative and executive
staff?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, the UofM Board did not ensure that UofM
management complied with the university’s approval policies for
compensation, promotions, and raises. See Observation 6.
In conducting our audit, we became aware of one instance in which UofM
management did not inform the Comptroller’s Office of suspected fraud.
See the Finding.

22. Audit Objective: Did UofM’s staffing turnover percentage fall below the annual total
separations rates for state and local education provided by the U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics?
Conclusion:

Based on our analysis of UofM’s average turnover for the period July 1,
2016 to June 30, 2019, the university’s turnover rates were below the annual
total separations rates for state and local education. We provide further
information on our review of UofM turnover in Appendix 6.

Methodology to Achieve Objectives
To address our objectives of the UofM Board’s oversight of the UofM President and capital
projects, including obtaining an understanding and assessing the design and implementation of
internal control, we interviewed the board chair, audit committee chair, and other members of the
board. We also reviewed board meeting minutes, meeting materials, bylaws, policies, board
videos, and documentation of reports and evaluations.
To address our objectives related to board composition and standing committees, we
reviewed applicable sections of Tennessee Code Annotated, oaths of office, meeting minutes,
meeting attendance, and board bylaws.
To address our board and committee meeting objectives related to streaming and archiving
board meeting videos, compliance with Open Meetings Act, achieving quorum, and board and
committee compliance with board policies, bylaws, and best practices, including obtaining an
understanding and assessing the design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed
applicable sections of Tennessee Code Annotated, archived board meeting videos, board and
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committee meeting minutes, policies, and bylaws and interviewed board members and the board
secretary.
To address our policy objectives related to student residency, grievance procedures,
professional development, bylaws, tenure, and exercise of statutory powers, we reviewed
applicable sections of Tennessee Code Annotated, meeting minutes, and UofM Board policies. To
obtain an understanding and assess the design and implementation of internal control in regard to
professional development policies, we interviewed board members and the board secretary and
reviewed board policies and bylaws.
To address our board orientation and the code of ethics objectives, we reviewed applicable
sections of Tennessee Code Annotated, board policy, Tennessee Higher Education Commission
training materials, and financial disclosure forms submitted by UofM Board members.
To address our objective related to conflict-of-interest disclosures, including obtaining an
understanding and assessing the design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed board
bylaws and policies, interviewed board members and the board secretary, and reviewed available
disclosure forms submitted by board members between March 17, 2017, and March 30, 2020.
To address our objectives related to UofM Board outreach to the campus community and
methods for the public to address the board, including obtaining an understanding and assessing
the design and implementation of internal control, we interviewed board members and reviewed
policies.
To address our objective related to records disposition authorization (RDA) policies,
including obtaining an understanding and assessing management’s design and implementation of
internal control, we reviewed the statewide and university statewide RDA policies as published on
the Tennessee Department of State’s website to determine whether policies had been updated and
approved since March 2013. We also interviewed the university’s Records Manager and reviewed
the university’s policies and procedures regarding RDAs, including records retention schedules
provided by UofM management.
To address our objective related to extra compensation, promotions, and raises for
administrative and executive staff, including obtaining an understanding and assessing
management’s design, implementation, and operating effectiveness of internal control, we
interviewed the UofM Executive Director of Financial Planning and Analysis, reviewed policies,
and obtained the list of extra compensation, promotions, bonuses, and raises for the period of July
1, 2016, to May 11, 2020. From a population of 18,926 transactions, we selected 8 transactions
with the highest dollar value, then retrieved a nonstatistical, random sample of 52 transactions
from the remaining population to test for compliance with UofM policies and procedures regarding
extra compensation.
To address our objective related to staffing turnover, we obtained the list of active
university employees as of the beginning and end of fiscal years 2017, 2018, and 2019; obtained
the list of employees that separated between July 1, 2016, and June 30, 2019; and calculated the
university’s turnover rate for each fiscal year. We obtained the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’
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total separations rates for the period, identified the rates for state and local education, and
compared it to the university’s turnover rate to determine whether the university’s turnover was
comparable to the national separations rates for state and local education. We provide more
information in Appendix 6.
Finding – UofM management did not report an allegation of fraud, waste, and abuse to the
Comptroller’s Office
Condition

The UofM Office of Legal
Counsel and Department of
Human Resources received
an allegation of forged
records but did not report it to
the Comptroller’s Office.

Based on our interviews with UofM management,
we determined that UofM management did not report an
allegation of suspected fraud, waste, and abuse to the
Comptroller’s Office. In April 2019, the UofM Office of
Legal Counsel and Department of Human Resources
received an allegation of forged case notes, which may have
resulted in improper payments to an employee. The UofM
Office of Legal Counsel and Department of Human Resources did not report the allegation to the
Comptroller’s Office.
Criteria
Section 8-4-119, Tennessee Code Annotated, states that any board, commission,
committee, department, office, or other unit of state government
(a) . . . having determined that a theft, forgery, credit card fraud or any other
intentional act of unlawful or unauthorized taking, or abuse of public money,
property, or services, or that other cash shortages have occurred in the state agency,
shall report the information to the office of the comptroller of the treasury.
(b) The comptroller of the treasury, in consultation with the state agencies, shall
have the authority to establish guidelines for such reports.
The statute also directs the agency to notify the Comptroller’s Office of any confirmed or suspected
unauthorized acquisition of computerized data, computer information system, or related security
system, within not more than five business days.
Cause
The UofM General Counsel stated that this allegation was not reported to the Comptroller’s
Office because the university did not believe the allegation amounted to forgery.
Effect
When management does not report known or suspected instances of fraud, waste, or abuse
to the Comptroller’s Office within a reasonable amount of time, it increases the risk that the
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Comptroller’s Office will not be able to conduct a thorough investigation of the allegation or refer
such matters to legal authorities.
Recommendation
UofM should report allegations of fraud, waste, or abuse to the Comptroller’s Office within
five business days. In August 2020, UofM management created a Complaint Triage Team to
process and report allegations of fraud, waste, and abuse. The team includes the Chief Compliance
Officer, the University Counsel, the Chief Audit Executive, and the Chief Human Resources
Officer and first met on September 14, 2020.
Board’s Comment
We concur with management’s response.
Management’s Comment
We concur with the audit finding that UofM management did not report an allegation of
fraud. As the condition notes above, the employee falsified case notes but there was no
investigation into the allegation as the employee left the employment of the University shortly
after the admission. The University was not able to ascertain additional details or facts related to
this matter because of that employee’s departure. Although we believe that no improper payment
was made in this instance, the University has reinforced its efforts to ensure that allegations of
fraud, waste and abuse are reported to the Comptroller’s Office within the time period proscribed
in statute. To this end, in August of 2020 the University created a Complaint Triage Team
comprised of the Chief Audit, Legal, Compliance and Human Resources Officers. This team meets
regularly and as needed to assess allegations that may constitute fraud, waste, abuse, illegal
activity, noncompliance with policies, to determine how the matter will be handled as well as
reporting appropriate allegations to the Comptroller’s Office. The Team will also assist in
providing education to the campus community about what and how to report as well as the
protections for those who report this conduct. The Audit Committee in its August 26, 2020
Committee Meeting discussed the importance of this committee and the Team will provide data to
the Audit Committee at its quarterly meetings.
Observation 1 – One UofM Board member missed over half of board and committee meetings
During our review of UofM Board meetings and committee meeting minutes, we noted
that one UofM Board member was absent for 9 of 16 (56%) of UofM Board meetings, 8 of 12
(67%) of one committee’s meetings, and 6 of 11 (55%) of another committee’s meetings conducted
during our audit period. While Tennessee Code Annotated and UofM Board bylaws do not require
members to attend a specific number or percentage of meetings, Section 1.b of the UofM Board’s
code of ethics states,
In undertaking the duties of the position, a Trustee shall make the commitment of
time necessary to carry out the Trustee's governance responsibilities. A Trustee
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must regularly attend and actively participate in board and committee meetings and
special assignments.
The UofM Board may wish to consider clearly defining their expectations of regular attendance in
board bylaws or policy and ensure members adhere to these expectations.
Observation 2 – The UofM Board should ensure compliance with electronic participation
provisions found in the Open Meetings Act
Based on our review of UofM Board meetings and committee meetings, we determined
that the board did not follow certain provisions of Title 8, Chapter 44, Tennessee Code Annotated,
otherwise known as the Open Meetings Act, in regard to electronic participation. Based on our
review, when the UofM Board allowed electronic participation in board and committee meetings,
the minutes did not include information required by the Open Meetings Act, such as whether all
votes were by roll call or whether other people were present at the electronic participant’s location.
Additionally, we found that for one committee meeting where the members did not achieve a
physical quorum, the committee minutes did not include a determination of necessity for electronic
participation to achieve a quorum, and the UofM Board did not file a determination of necessity
with the Office of the Secretary of State, as required by Section 8-44-108(b), Tennessee Code
Annotated.
Our follow up discussions with UofM Board members and our review of university
management’s updated on-line materials provided evidence that the board and management have
taken actions to address these issues.
Observation 3 – The UofM Board did not adopt a professional development policy
Section, 49-8-201(f)(8)(C), Tennessee Code Annotated, states that the UofM Board “shall
adopt a policy that facilitates ongoing professional development for members.” The UofM
Governance and Finance Committee charter states that the committee is responsible for developing
and providing a recommendation to the board on “an effective orientation and ongoing education
process for the board,” but the committee has not yet developed a policy or process for ongoing
professional development. According to the UofM Board, the board believes the committee’s
charter fulfils the FOCUS Act requirement, but that the board will develop a policy.
Observation 4 – The UofM Board did not clearly define the president’s role during meetings
The UofM President is not a member of the UofM Board but is an ex officio, nonvoting
member of the Governance and Finance Committee. Based on our review of UofM Board
meetings and committee meetings, we noted that the UofM President made motions during three
UofM Board meetings and one Governance and Finance Committee meeting.
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Specifically, in UofM Board meetings, the university president made a motion to approve
the CFO selection and twice made motions to approve the student member selection. Also, in a
Governance and Finance Committee meeting, the UofM President made a motion to recommend
the name of a student wellness center. According to Attorney General Opinion No. 86-1942, a
non-voting ex officio member should not make or second motions. The UofM Board should
clearly define the role of the university president in board meetings and committee meetings.
Observation 5 – UofM Board members did not submit financial disclosure forms within the
timeframe established by their conflict-of-interest policy
According to the UofM Board’s conflict-of-interest policy, each board member must sign
a “Financial Disclosure Form” in which the board member provides a list of financial interests and
business relationships that “could reasonably constitute a conflict of interest with The University
of Memphis.” Each UofM Board member must sign and submit a financial disclosure form within
30 days from the date the member’s appointment becomes effective and by January 31 of each
subsequent year with the UofM Board Secretary. Additionally, each form requires a witness
signature.
Although we were not aware of any instances in which UofM Board members voted on
matters in which they had a conflict of interest, we determined that board members did not submit
financial disclosure forms in keeping with the UofM Board’s “Conflicts of Interest Policy.” Based
on our review, UofM Board members should have submitted a total of 43 financial disclosure
forms from March 17, 2017, to March 30, 2020. We found that


For 1 financial disclosure, the UofM Board could not provide the form for a UofM
Board member;



For 27 financial disclosure forms, UofM Board members submitted the form to the
board secretary late, with 18 forms 6 to 207 days late, and 9 forms 1 to 3 years late; and



For 6 financial disclosure forms, the form did not include a witness signature.

To conduct business free from the appearance of potential conflicts of interest, the UofM board
should ensure board members submit disclosure of interest forms in keeping with their policy.
Observation 6 – UofM management did not follow the university’s salary increase and extra
compensation policies
We reviewed a sample of 60 salary increases and extra compensation payments to ensure
UofM management followed the university’s approval policies. For 33 of the 60 (55%) salary
increases and extra compensation payments, we determined that management did not follow
UofM’s approval policies.
2

Attorney General Opinion 86-194 discusses the question of whether a non-voting ex officio commission member
should make motions, second motions, or bring forth resolutions to a county legislative body. The member in question
for this Attorney General Opinion was a County Executive.
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For 24 extra compensation payments for wireless communication allowances, UofM
management did not document their review of the employee’s eligibility. UofM’s
Wireless Communication Policy states, “Responsible officials must annually review
each employee’s eligibility for a business related wireless communication allowance.”
In our discussions with management, management stated that they do perform an
annual review for eligibility, but the review is informal and not documented.



For 1 extra compensation payment for a moving allowance, UofM management did not
document that the moving allowance was approved before the employee’s employment
date. UofM’s Moving Allowance Policy states, “Payment of moving allowance must
be approved in advance by the president or designee.” In our discussions with
management, management stated that they negotiated the moving allowance before the
employee’s employment date, but they completed the moving allowance forms after
the new employee had moved and begun working.



For 8 temporary employee assignment payments, UofM management did not document
the approval of the temporary assignments until after the employees began performing
the extra assignment. UofM management stated that while the approval occurred
before an employee began a temporary assignment, they processed the approvals on
the payroll schedule, so their paperwork does not document a prior approval. UofM’s
Extra Compensation and Outside Employment Policy states,

Prior to accepting an extra assignment, the faculty or staff member must obtain approval
from his or her supervisors. Supervisors may approve extra service only for efforts that are
performed entirely outside of, and in addition to, normal work schedules, unless the use of annual
leave or an alternative work schedule is approved.
By not following established policies, UofM management increases the risk of distributing
unapproved salary increases and extra compensation to employees. UofM management should
ensure that staff follow applicable policies and should maintain appropriate documentation to
support salary increases and extra compensation.
Matter for Legislative Consideration 1 – The General Assembly may wish to consider revising
Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated, to require state university boards to livestream and
archive board committee meetings
Pursuant to Section 8-44-104(a), Tennessee Code Annotated, the UofM Board kept minutes
for all committee meetings. Based on our review of UofM Board and committee meetings, the
board conducted significant business in their committees, but these committee meetings were not
available for viewing online. The FOCUS Act requires universities to livestream and archive
board meetings so that they are available for viewing on the university’s website. Specifically,
Section 49-8-201(f)(7)(B)(iii), Tennessee Code Annotated, states,
Meetings of the state university boards shall be made available for viewing by the
public over the internet by streaming video accessible from the respective
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institution’s website. Archived videos of the board meetings shall also be available
to the public through the respective institution’s website.
To encourage increased transparency, the General Assembly may wish to consider revising
Section 49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated, to require the state university boards to livestream
and to archive all committee meetings as they do for the meetings of the full Board of Trustees.
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CAMPUS SECURITY AND SAFETY

University of Memphis
Source: UofM Annual Campus Security and Fire Safety Report, 2018.

CAMPUS SECURITY AND SAFETY
University of Memphis (UofM) works to ensure a safe and secure environment for faculty,
staff, and students. In addition to protecting the physical wellbeing of their employees and
students, UofM safeguards critical assets and property through a variety of security features. The
university is also responsible for complying with state and federal regulations including


the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics
Act (Clery Act) for all crimes and allegations of crimes that occur on campus; and



Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972 (Title IX), which prohibits
discrimination based on sex in education programs or activities that receive federal
financial assistance.

Our audit focused on board oversight of campus safety and security, as well as internal controls
and compliance with federal requirements.
Physical Security and Policing
The campus police department is charged with upholding the law; deterring crime; and
protecting the students, personnel, and physical assets of the campus. The campus police
department employs officers who are duly commissioned by the State of Tennessee and have the
legal authority to conduct investigations, apprehend suspects, maintain evidence, and issue
citations. Like other law enforcement agencies, campus police departments engage in other
support activities, from emergency response for medical needs and physical hazards to general
courtesy activities.
Physical Security
Some of the physical security features UofM management employ on campus include
security cameras, door locks, card access readers, LED exterior lighting, and emergency callboxes.
UofM has a Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Team (CPTED) that meets
regularly to discuss security concerns on campus. The CPTED team also performs security
surveys of different areas on campus to document the security features in place and to report any
concerns or deficiencies to appropriate members of management.
Police Reporting
From the time a campus police department receives a request for police services or an
allegation of a crime until the service call or criminal case is resolved, the police officers document
their actions and conclusions. The police department’s dispatch begins by documenting the
request, alert, or allegation in a computer aided dispatch (CAD) system to record the source of
information; the location of the service; and pertinent details of the nature of the requested service,
including the time the department received the service request, alert, or allegation. Upon receipt
of a call for service, the campus police department initiates a preliminary police response, which
generally involves dispatching an officer to the location to conduct an initial analysis. Dispatch
personnel document in the CAD system when an officer is dispatched.
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The officer uses professional judgement and personal discretion to determine the nature of
the incident and whether to file a formal police report. A police report is a document designed to
capture key information critical to an investigation, and each prepared report should be reviewed
by campus police department supervisors. If the officer determines that further action is not
necessary, the incident is closed. Otherwise, the campus police department may perform further
investigation, pursue criminal charges, or seek other legal resolution of the matter.
Overview of Federal Reporting Requirements
The Clery Act and Title IX provide regulatory guidance for campus and student safety
reporting. In many ways, these laws are intertwined but still have distinct differences. Both the
Clery Act and Title IX exist to help institutions create and maintain safe, healthy campuses.
Despite the similar motivations underlying the laws, critical differences affect how incidents are
reported and addressed.
Table 4
Comparison of Key Components of the Clery Act and Title IX
Clery Act
Title IX
To ensure disclosure of all To prohibit discrimination based on sex,
allegations of crimes occurring including both sexual harassment and
on and adjacent to campus.
sexual violence, in education programs or
activities that receive federal financial
assistance.
Focus
Location of the crime or Persons involved.
allegation.
Main Purpose
To inform students, faculty, To ensure that a recipient maintains an
staff, and the community of environment for students and employees
crimes occurring on and adjacent that is free from unlawful sex
to campus so they can make discrimination in all aspects of the
informed decisions about their educational
experience,
including
safety.
academics, extracurricular activities, and
athletics.
Responsibilities Maintain a daily crime log for all Take immediate and appropriate action to
criminal allegations occurring investigate or otherwise determine what
within the past 60 days.
occurred and take prompt and effective
steps to reasonably end any harassment,
Colleges and universities that eliminate a hostile environment, and
receive federal funds must prevent harassment from reoccurring.
produce and distribute an annual
security report on campus crime Provide education to the campus
statistics,
which
includes community about
statistics for the preceding three
 how to file a complaint alleging a
years and efforts to improve
Title IX violation;
campus security.
 school policies; and
 rights and obligations for
complainants and respondents.
Objective
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Origin of
Complaint

Confidentiality

Incident reports come from calls
to campus security dispatch,
campus police reports, referrals
from local police, reports from
CSAs,3 and referrals from Title
IX.

Title IX is implemented through
responsible officials who have reporting
duties based on their roles within the
institution. Responsible employees are
located across campus, and they perform
diverse functions in various departments
and units.
Allegations are made to the Title IX
Office by victims, parties with knowledge
of the incident, referrals from campus
police, or mandatory reporters.
Title IX does not require public disclosure
of allegations or statistics of campus
safety; however, Clery-defined crimes
related to sexual discrimination (e.g.,
dating violence, domestic violence, rape,
and stalking) that take place on
university-owned or -controlled property
are reported on the Clery daily crime log.

Clery disclosures for the Clery
daily crime log only include the
Act’s required five elements and
statistics including the date the
crime was reported; the date and
time the crime occurred; the
nature of the crime; the general
location of the crime; and the
disposition of the complaint, if
known.
Schools must maintain Title IX grievance
and compliance records and files.

Source: Auditor review of federal Clery Act and Title IX guidance.

X
Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (Title IV) covers the administration of federal
student financial aid programs, and federal Title IV funding for colleges and universities is
contingent upon compliance with various federal regulations regarding campus safety: the Clery
Act, Title IX, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA),4 and the Drug-Free
Schools and Community Act (DFSCA).5
According to the Clery Center, a nonprofit dedicated to education and compliance with the
spirit of the Clery Act, “College and university officials should be aware that these laws [Title IX,
FERPA, and DFSCA] contain significant legal overlap, both with each other, and with the

3

Campus Security Authorities (CSAs) are mandatory crime reporters designated by the Clery Act and by the university
or campus. These mandatory reporters include campus police departments, other campus officials responsible for
campus security, individuals specifically designated by the institution, or officials with significant responsibility for
student and campus activities. According to the U.S. Department of Education’s Handbook for Campus Safety and
Security Reporting, Clery CSAs are not necessarily the same as responsible employees for Title IX.
4
FERPA protects personally identifiable education records, but it does not prevent the disclosure of non-personally
identifiable information to meet the requirements of the Clery Act.
5
DFSCA requires higher education institutes that receive federal funding to implement initiatives to “prevent the
unlawful possession, use, or distribution of illicit drugs and alcohol by students and employees.” The act requires
annual written notification to all students and employees of the standards of conduct; descriptions of sanctions for
violations of any laws and campus policies; descriptions of health risks associated with alcohol and other drug use;
and descriptions of available treatment programs.
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requirements of the Clery Act. Understanding the ways in which they interact is critical for the
compliance success of institutions seeking to create safer campus communities.”
Clery Act Requirements
The act that would later be renamed the
Jeanne Clery Act was established to provide the
public information related to all alleged crimes on
campus. The act was originally established in
1990, after Jeanne Clery was murdered in her dorm
at Lehigh University after campus police did not
notify the public of a string of robberies occurring
on campus. Ms. Clery unfortunately woke up when
a male university student attempted to rob her and
proceeded to violently assault and murder her.

The act that would later be renamed
the Jeanne Clery Act was established
after Jeanne Clery was violently
assaulted and murdered in her dorm
after campus police did not notify the
public of a string of robberies
occurring on campus.

The 2016 edition of the U.S. Department of Education’s Handbook for Campus Safety and
Security Reporting (DOE Handbook) governs Clery requirements and further explains the
guidance set forth in Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 668, Section 46.
When a Clery crime is reported to a campus security authority (as defined by campus
policy), the Clery Act requires universities to issue a timely warning to the campus community.
According to the DOE Handbook, “after a Clery Act crime is reported you [the university] should
consider whether your students and employees are at risk of becoming victims of a similar crime.
For example, if a Rape is reported on campus and the alleged perpetrator has not been caught,
there is a risk of similar crimes.” Other examples include active shooters, burglaries, and assaults.
The DOE Handbook states, “If the alleged perpetrator was reported or apprehended, there may not
be a continuing risk. However, you should still evaluate other factors such as whether the
apprehended perpetrator had accomplices or had already set other attacks in motion.”
The Clery Act also requires
universities to fully disclose reported
crimes to the public, regardless of police
investigations, in order for the university
community to make decisions about their
personal safety by drawing their own
 the date and time the crime occurred
conclusions. University-appointed Clery
 the date the crime was reported
Coordinators provide this information in
 a description of the crime
the format of a Clery daily crime log,
 the general location of the crime
which spans at least the most recent 60-day
 disposition of the reported crime
period and includes all crimes reported to
have occurred on or near campus. While
the university must assign a Clery
Coordinator to fulfill these reporting duties, ultimately it is the university’s responsibility to ensure
that accurate information of all reported crimes is available and distributed to the university
The Clery Act requires universities to
include the following elements in the Clery
daily crime log:

35

community. UofM makes a physical copy of the crime log available for public review at the
campus police station and publishes a daily incident log on the university’s website.
In addition, the Clery Act requires the university to issue an annual security and fire safety
report to provide students and employees with information related to staying safe on campus. The
report discloses required university policies; memorandums of understanding in place with local
law enforcement; crime statistics for sexual assault, relationship violence, hate crimes, and other
violent crimes against women; and fires occurring in campus dorms. In addition, the institution
must annually submit the campus's crime statistics to the U.S. Department of Education.
Campuses must disclose statistics for incidents reported in three general areas:


campus areas that are part of the generally contiguous area of school;



noncampus buildings or property owned or controlled by recognized student
organizations or owned or controlled by the institution and used for educational
purposes; and



public property that is within or adjacent to the campus or noncampus buildings or
property, such as streets and sidewalks.

Campuses must include all reported criminal offenses, which according to 34 CFR
668.46(c) includes criminal homicide, including murder and manslaughter; robbery; burglary;
aggravated assault, vehicle theft; arson; sex offenses including rape, statutory rape, incest, and
fondling; dating violence; domestic violence; and stalking. Campuses must also report crimes
determined to be hate crimes and arrests and referrals for disciplinary actions.
The U.S. Department of Education (DOE) provided a Final Program Review
Determination to UofM management in August 2016, which addressed findings the DOE noted in
August 2011 Program Review Report of the university concerning the university’s compliance
with Clery reporting requirements. UofM’s internal audit also performed a review of Clery
Compliance in October 2019, where they noted issues with CSA training management and with
disclosures in the Annual Security and Fire Safety Reports.
Exhibit 2
Maximum Clery Fines

The
long-term
effects
of
inaccurate or incomplete reporting and
noncompliance can include losing grants,
losing accreditation for the campus
security department; losing public trust in
the university; and incurring potential
penalties or fines imposed by the U.S.
Department of Education for violations of
the federal Clery Act campus crime
reporting law. The maximum fine per
violation is $55,907, as depicted in
Exhibit 2. For the findings noted in the
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2011 Program Review Report, the DOE did not impose any fines on UofM.
Update to Clery Act Guidance
On October 9, 2020, the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Postsecondary
Education announced that the department would repeal the 2016 edition of the Handbook for
Campus Safety and Security Reporting (DOE Handbook) and replace it with a new Clery-related
Appendix for the Federal Student Aid (FSA) Handbook. According to the announcement, the 2016
DOE Handbook created additional requirements beyond those found in the Clery Act, and “some
institutions may have felt pressured to satisfy the non-regulatory or non-statutory based aspects of
the guidance.” The announcement also states,
The Department recognizes that many Clery practitioners have become accustomed
to the 2016 edition, as well as previous editions, and may continue to rely on it for
direction. Instead of rescinding all Clery-related guidance, the Department has
determined that the better path forward is to provide direction in the Federal Student
Aid (FSA) Handbook. The language in the Appendix will replace the limited Clery
language already present in the current FSA Handbook. In addition, moving
forward, while the Department will not advise institutions to rely upon it, the 2016
edition [of the DOE Handbook] will be archived on the Department’s website, but,
where appropriately applied to prior calendar years, will continue to be referenced
in program review reports, final program review determinations, and final audit
determinations.
The new appendix will take effect for the 2021 reporting year. The office noted that “no
statutory or regulatory requirements related to Clery Act reporting have changed.”
Our audit report references the guidance contained within the DOE Handbook. Our audit
conclusions, findings, and recommendations rely on our interpretation of applicable sections of
the Code of Federal Regulations and the U.S. Department of Education’s guidance in effect at the
time.
Title IX Requirements6
Under Title IX, “no person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.” Essentially, Title IX prohibits sexual
discrimination in order to provide a safe educational environment, free of hostility. To comply
with U.S. Department of Education guidelines, campuses must


disseminate a notice of nondiscrimination;

6

This report is written based on the federal guidance implemented for our audit period. However, we would like to
note that during our audit period, the Title IX Final Rule was issued on May 6, 2020, and must be implemented by
August 14, 2020. See the new guidance at https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/titleix-regs-unofficial.pdf.
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establish a Title IX Coordinator and clearly provide the contact information for the
Coordinator in both the nondiscrimination notice and annual security reports;



adopt and publish grievance procedures outlining the process of complaint;



investigate and take disciplinary actions that address sexual discrimination, harassment,
and violence; and



promptly respond after a complaint of sexual discrimination, harassment, or violence.

Additionally, institutions must provide an equitable complaint process for both accusers
and the accused and must protect reporters from retaliation. The April 2015 Title IX Resource
Guide, produced by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights, requires
institutions to establish a system for the prompt and timely resolution of complaints.7
Title IX Coordinators
According to the Title IX Resource Guide,
Although the recipient [university] is ultimately responsible for ensuring that it
complies with Title IX and other laws, the Title IX coordinator is an integral part
of a recipient’s systematic approach to ensuring nondiscrimination, including a
nondiscriminatory environment. Title IX coordinators can be effective agents for
ensuring gender equity within their institutions only when they are provided with
the appropriate authority and support necessary to coordinate their institution’s
Title IX compliance, including access to all of their institution’s relevant
information and resources.
For large institutions, the U.S. Department of Education suggests that designating multiple Title
IX Coordinators can be helpful to oversee specific facets of Title IX, such as equity in athletics
programs and complaints from employees. The resource guide goes on to state that if an institution
“has multiple Title IX coordinators, then it should designate one lead Title IX coordinator who has
ultimate oversight responsibility.”
Alerts and Allegations to Case Resolution and Reporting
Beginning with alerts and allegations, the campus police department must continually
update the Clery Coordinators and Title IX Coordinators with further case information until the
incident is resolved. Due to the different data standards required by the various federal and state
agencies, the three logs (campus police case logs, Clery daily crime logs, and Title IX logs) provide
different information and do not contain the same number of incidents. Additionally, the Clery
daily crime log and Title IX log also include any relevant allegations received from CSAs or
responsible employees, which may or may not be reported to campus police. Our audit focused
specifically on the Clery daily crime log.

7

The U.S. DOE Handbook requires written notice to both the accuser and accused, informing them of the delay in an
investigation as well as the reason for the delay, in compliance with the Clery Act.
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At UofM during our audit period, the Clery Coordinator was an officer within the campus
police department. The Title IX Coordinator was the Director for the Office of Institutional Equity.
The Title IX Office would report crimes to the Clery Coordinator through their information system
by noting a reported crime as “Clery reportable,” which would send an automatic email notification
to the Clery Coordinator.
Audit Results
1. Audit Objective: How has the UofM Board monitored campus safety and security?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board received reports regarding campus safety concerns;
capital and maintenance projects to address safety concerns, such as LED
exterior lighting; and results of internal audit reviews of Clery Act
Compliance through their committee and full board meetings.

2. Audit Objective: Has UofM management conducted an assessment of campus security during
the audit period?
Conclusion:

UofM internal audit conducted a review of the university’s compliance with
Clery Act reporting requirements and released a report in October 2019.
UofM’s Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design team assessed
campus security for select buildings on the main campus and the Park
Avenue campus, and conducted a general review of lighting and camera
priorities on the Park Avenue campus.

3. Audit Objective: Did UofM release the Annual Security and Fire Safety Reports for 2016
through 2019?
Conclusion:

UofM released the Annual Security and Fire Safety Reports for 2016
through 2019.

4. Audit Objective: Did the 2019 UofM Annual Security and Fire Safety Report include all
required components?
Conclusion:

The 2019 UofM Annual Security and Fire Safety Report included all
required components except for minor errors noted in Observation 7.

5. Audit Objective: Did UofM management have a timely warning policy in place to
communicate potential risks to students and the public as required by the
Clery Act?
Conclusion:

UofM management did have a timely warning policy in place during the
audit period. The university communicated the policy as part of the
campus’s Annual Security and Fire Safety Report and through UofM’s
Policy GE2026, “Timely Warning of Reported Crimes Policy.”
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6. Audit Objective: Did UofM management have a process in place to ensure the timely,
complete, and accurate publication of the Clery daily crime log?
Conclusion:

UofM management did have a process in place to prepare and publish the
Clery daily crime log. We noted minor errors in Clery daily crime log
entries as noted in Observation 8.

7. Audit Objective: Did UofM management have processes to report Title IX allegations to the
Title IX Office; maintain grievance and case files; and report Clery-defined
crimes to Clery coordinators?
Conclusion:

UofM management did have processes to report Title IX allegations to the
Title IX Office; maintain grievance and case files; and report Clery-defined
crimes to the Clery coordinator.

8. Audit Objective: Did UofM management communicate required aspects of the university’s
Title IX processes to students, including resolution timelines; grievance
procedures; and services provided, in compliance with Title IX and the
Clery Act?
Conclusion:

UofM management did communicate required aspects of the university’s
Title IX processes to students, including resolution timelines, grievance
procedures, and services provided through resources such as UofM’s Policy
GE2031, “Sexual Misconduct and Domestic Violence Policy.”

Methodology to Achieve Objectives
To address our objectives of the UofM Board and university management’s oversight of
campus security, including obtaining an understanding of and assessing management’s design and
implementation of internal control, we interviewed select board members, the UofM Chief of
Police, and the Chief University Planning Officer. We also reviewed board meeting minutes and
materials; university policies; reports from the UofM Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design Team assessments, and internal audit’s review of Clery Act Compliance.
To address our objective of UofM’s release of the Annual Security and Fire Safety Reports,
we obtained the reports for 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019.
To address our objective of the university’s inclusion of Clery-required components in the
Annual Security and Fire Safety Report for 2019, including obtaining an understanding and
assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed federal
guidance to identify Clery-required components that the university should have included in the
Annual Security and Fire Safety Report for 2019. We reviewed the Annual Security and Fire
Safety Report for 2019 to determine if the university included all required statements in the report.
To address our objective of the university’s timely warning policy, we interviewed the
UofM Chief of Police and obtained and reviewed the timely warning policy contained within
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UofM’s Annual Security and Fire Safety Report and in UofM’s Policy GE2026, “Timely Warning
of Reported Crimes Policy.”
To address our objectives for the Clery daily crime log, including obtaining an
understanding of and assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control, we
interviewed the Clery Coordinator; obtained the university’s Clery daily crime log and calls for
service log for the period January 1, 2019, through December 31, 2019; performed a walkthrough
of the process to prepare the Clery daily crime log; and reviewed federal guidance regarding
reporting requirements and documentation regarding the university’s computer aided dispatch
system. To assess management’s effectiveness regarding ensuring they included the five required
components in entries contained within the Clery daily crime log and that the entries matched
supporting documentation, we selected a nonstatistical, random sample of 60 entries from a
population of 262 entries included in the Clery daily crime log during the period January 1, 2019,
through December 31, 2019.
To address our objectives concerning Title IX, including obtaining an understanding and
assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control, we interviewed the Title
IX Coordinator; performed a walkthrough of the university’s Title IX processes; and reviewed
federal guidance and university policies including UofM’s Policy GE2031, “Sexual Misconduct
and Domestic Violence Policy.”
Observation 7 – UofM management should ensure the Annual Security and Fire Safety Report
includes all required components
Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 668, Section 46, “Institutional Security
Policies and Crime Statistics,” and Part 668, Section 49, “Institutional Fire Safety Policies and Fire
Statistics,” provides college campus security and fire safety reporting requirements. The 2016
edition of the U.S. Department of Education’s The Handbook for Campus Safety and Security
Reporting (DOE Handbook) provides colleges and universities regulatory guidance on complying
with 34 CFR 668.46 and includes a checklist of key information to be included in campuses’
annual security and fire safety reports. We reviewed 34 CFR 668.46, 34 CFR 668.49, and the
checklist included in Appendix C of the DOE Handbook, and we identified 84 components
campuses were required to include in their Annual Security and Fire Safety Reports.
Based on our audit, for 3 of 84 required components (4%), UofM management did not
ensure staff included part or all of the required component in the 2019 report. For 14 of 84 required
components (17%), UofM management did not include the full component in the report but did
include the components in university policies and cross-referenced these policies in the report.
Based on our discussions with UofM management, their understanding of 34 CFR 668.46 allowed
them to satisfy federal requirements by including references to existing university policies without
including the full policy statements in the Annual Security and Fire Safety Report. The Code of
Federal Regulations only explicitly states a university can cross-reference information for the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1989, and the guidance found in the DOE Handbook
dictates that this is the only exception for cross-referencing to university policy.
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The UofM Board should direct university management to improve its Annual Security and
Fire Safety Reports by clearly stating information required by 34 CFR 668.46 in the reports instead
of using cross references to refer readers to other resources.
Observation 8 – UofM management should ensure the accuracy of Clery daily crime log entries
We reviewed 60 UofM Clery daily crime log entries and corresponding supporting
documentation, including police dispatch logs and police reports. Based on our review, we
determined that for 8 of 60 entries (13%), UofM management did not ensure that Clery daily crime
log entries accurately reflected supporting documentation. Specifically, we noted that one entry
did not identify a disposition for the reported crime; one entry did not include the correct incident
time; one entry did not include the correct general location of the reported crime; and five entries
did not include the correct crime description.
Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 668, Section 46, “Institutional Security
Policies and Crime Statistics,” provides college campus security and safety reporting requirements.
34 CFR 668.46(f)(1), states, that entries on the log “must include—(i) The nature, date, time, and
general location of each crime; and (ii) The disposition of the complaint, if known.” UofM
management should ensure that entries on the Clery daily crime log accurately reflect supporting
documentation.

42

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

Wilder Tower, University of Memphis
Source: https://www.memphis.edu/innovation/elc/contactus.php.

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
According to U.S. News & World Report’s “Best States 2019” publication, Tennessee
ranked 43rd of all 50 states in public health, which included a 42nd ranking in mental health and
a 29th ranking in suicide rate. The Tennessee Suicide Prevention Network states in its Status of
Suicide in Tennessee 2019 report, “Each day in
Tennessee, an average of three people die by suicide. As
With the passage of House
of 2017, suicide is the second-leading cause of death for
Bill 1354 on April 30, 2019,
young people (ages 10-19) in Tennessee, with one person
the Tennessee General
in this age group lost to suicide every week. We lose one
Assembly now requires all
person between the ages of 10-24 every four days.”
institutions of higher
education to develop and
Based on research supported by the National
Institute of Health and the National Institute on Alcohol
implement a suicide
Abuse and Alcoholism, “most mental health disorders
prevention plan for students,
have their peak onset during young adulthood…by the
faculty, and staff and to
age of 25 years, 75% of those who will have a mental
provide this plan to students,
health disorder have had their first onset.”8 A 2019
faculty, and staff at least once
national survey of college and university counseling
each semester.
centers published by the Association of University and
College Counseling Center Directors (AUCCCD) found
that university counseling services improve retention and student academic performance; centers
reported an average of 66% of students who stated that counseling services helped with their
academic performance and 62% who stated that counseling services helped them stay in school.
The demand for counseling services on college campuses has increased in recent years, including
at UofM (see Chart 1).
Given Tennessee’s low national mental health rankings and the national trend of increased
need for services, Tennessee’s college students—including those at UofM—may be at particular
risk for mental health crises. While the FOCUS Act does not specifically assign the UofM Board
responsibility for mental health services, the Act does provide the UofM Board with broad
oversight authority, including oversight of nonacademic programs and any necessary actions to
achieve UofM’s mission. It is incumbent upon the UofM Board and university administration to
be proactive, ensuring university mental health providers are intercepting individual student
problems as early as possible and working to resolve those students’ concerns.
UofM Campus Service Offerings
UofM’s primary campus offers student counseling services, including personal counseling,
crisis services, group counseling, couples counseling, career counseling, psychiatric services, a
relaxation zone, and campus outreach programs. The counseling center webpage lists a range of
services and the number of counselors available to assist students. There is also a counselor on
call to assist students experiencing a mental health emergency. The UofM Counseling Center
serves both full-time and part-time students.
8

Source: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4527955/pdf/nihms711742.pdf.
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The UofM Counseling Center allows 12 appointments per student per academic year. The
UofM Counseling Center does not charge students for appointments, but the center performs
personality assessments for $75 and attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder learning disability
testing for $300. Students are also responsible for the costs of any prescriptions, if necessary. As
shown on Chart 1, demand for the center increased in the previous three fiscal years. Demand for
counseling services can be tracked by the total number of clients served, as well as the total number
of appointments used by those students.
Chart 1
UofM Counseling Center Clients and Appointments
July 1, 2016 – June 30, 2019

Source: UofM’s Counseling Center Director.

Additionally, UofM has a Behavioral Intervention Team (BIT) that addresses critical
student behavioral or mental health concerns through review of incidents and situations,
information gathering and sharing, and providing recommendations to ensure the safety and
educational success of the student. BIT works in cooperation with the UofM Counseling Center.
Students may make an incident report to BIT if they have concerns about another student, but
anyone may refer a student to BIT, even someone in the community outside the school. Reports
to BIT include any mental health circumstance that has the potential to threaten the health, safety,
or academic success of a student. Such cases can include suicidal ideation, when a student is
actively thinking of committing suicide, and suicide attempts, when a student acts on suicidal
ideation by attempting to end his or her life. BIT follows up on cases of at-risk students until they
determine, as a team, that the risk is resolved.
According to counseling service management and counseling center internal reporting, the
most common reasons students seek help are anxiety, depression, and trauma. While the UofM
Counseling Center provides services to all enrolled students, counselors may provide students who
have long-term care needs with a referral to community providers.
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The UofM Counseling Center and BIT monitor various mental health conditions and track
specific metrics, such as


suicidal ideation,



suicide attempts,



hospitalizations due to mental health emergencies,



number of outreach services performed,



number of clients served, and



number of attended appointments.

Counselor Workload Monitoring
One of the ways that the UofM Counseling Center manages the workload of counselors is
by tracking counselor caseloads, which is defined as the number of hours each counselor works
with clients over a period of time. Generally, counselor caseloads consist of a mixture of


triage appointments, or walk-in intake sessions that last 30-60 minutes and allow the
counselor to make a first assessment of a student’s needs by administering a behavioral
health screening;



emergency care, when counselors provide immediate assistance to students; examples
include, but are not limited to, when students self-report thoughts of self-harm or harm
to others, have active psychosis, or experience sexual or physical assault;



psychiatric services, when a licensed psychiatrist working in UofM Counseling Center
evaluates student symptoms, then discusses treatment recommendations and creates a
preliminary treatment plan; and



continuing care, which encompasses non-emergency situations and involves care over
time.

Counselors also provide services that are not included in calculations of counselor caseloads, such
as campus outreach programs where counselors provide information about Counseling Center
services to the campus community or participate in tabling events.
Whenever a counselor leaves employment, management must promptly develop and
execute a plan to distribute his or her caseload to the remaining counseling staff; provide a referral
to another service provider; or advise students to use group counseling so that students face little
to no disruption in their care. According to the UofM Counseling Center Associate Director, it
takes four months, on average, to replace a counselor who has separated.
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Emerging Issue 1: Universities may face a growing shortage of
mental health professionals
According to the 2018 State-Level Projections of Supply and
Demand for Behavioral Health Occupations: 2016-2030 published by the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, there is a growing
shortage of mental health professionals in Tennessee and across the
nation. By 2030, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
expects there will not be enough professionals to fill various positions in
the mental health job sector. With the lack of qualified professionals,
universities, such as UofM, may struggle to recruit and retain qualified
professionals for counseling services.
The list below exhibits how many unfilled jobs there may be for
each profession in Tennessee by 2030.




Psychiatrists – 700 to 780 unfilled positions
Psychologists – 450 to 890 unfilled positions
Mental Health Counselors – 540 to 1,270 unfilled positions

Due to the growing shortage of mental health professionals, colleges and
universities, such as UofM, may have increased difficulty in meeting the
demand for student mental health services.

Mental Health Services During the COVID-19 Pandemic
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the university shifted its counseling operations to a virtual
format for the spring, summer, and fall 2020 semesters. According to the university’s website, the
UofM Counseling Center began the use of tele-counseling services, using a HIPAA-compliant9
platform so students could continue to see their counselor. We provide more information about
the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on university operations on page 5.
International Association for Counseling Services (IACS) Standards
The International Association for Counseling Services serves as an accrediting body for
mental health services and provides standards and guidance for counseling centers and student
mental health service providers, including standards for the operational structure of counseling
centers, functions of personnel, ethics, and professional development. In its guidelines for
counseling staff, IACS recommends one full-time equivalent mental health counselor for every
1,000 to 1,500 university students. IACS notes that counseling centers at larger educational

9

The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) is a federal law protecting individual’s healthcare
information.
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institutions tend to have slightly higher ratios than smaller institutions and reports that the average
ratio of mental health professionals to students was 1:1,600 as of 2013.10
IACS provides the following likely consequences when the ratio increases beyond the
recommended upper limit of 1 full-time licensed counselor for every 1,000-1,500 students:


the waiting list of students seeking counseling may increase,



counseling centers may experience difficulty providing services to students
experiencing increasingly more severe psychological issues,



liability risks to the counseling center and university may increase,



the support for the academic success of students may decrease, and



counseling centers may be less available to help support the campus community.

The UofM Counseling Center is an IACS-accredited counseling center.
Audit Results
1. Audit Objective: How has the UofM Board monitored mental health services?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board monitored mental health services by receiving overviews
of the UofM Counseling Center’s services and statistics detailing student
use of the UofM Counseling Center.

2. Audit Objective: Did UofM management provide the student mental health services as
described on their website?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, UofM management provided the student mental
health services as described on their website, such as short-term counseling
services to UofM students.
To improve the accessibility of tele-counseling to UofM students, the
General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee Code Annotated to
participate in the Psychology Interjurisdictional Compact Act. See Matter
for Legislative Consideration 2.

3. Audit Objective: For the audit period, has UofM management maintained a ratio of
counselors to students in keeping with the best practice guidance of the
International Association of Counseling Services?
Conclusion:

10

Based on our review, UofM management has not achieved a ratio of
counselors to students in keeping with the best practice guidance of the

IACS National Survey of Counseling Center Directors (2013).
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International Association of Counseling Services.
information in Observation 9.

We provide more

4. Audit Objective: Did UofM management establish and disseminate a suicide prevention plan
in keeping with Section 49-7-172, Tennessee Code Annotated?
Conclusion:

Based on our review, we found that UofM management developed a Suicide
Prevention Plan during the fall 2019 semester but did not disseminate the
plan until the spring 2020 semester. See Observation 10.

5. Audit Objective: Did UofM management track key mental health data, such as the number of
suicides, counselor caseloads, and services provided?
Conclusion:

We determined that UofM management tracked key mental health data,
including the number of services provided, suicidal ideations,
hospitalizations, and suicide attempts.
In the absence of federal guidance, the General Assembly may wish to
amend Tennessee Code Annotated to require that higher education
institutions submit annual reports on key mental health statistics for their
students, including data on the number of student suicides. See Matter for
Legislative Consideration 3.

Methodology to Achieve Objectives
To address our objective related to UofM Board oversight of mental health services,
including obtaining an understanding and assessing the UofM Board’s oversight of UofM
management’s design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed the meeting materials
and minutes of the UofM Board and their committees from March 17, 2017, through March 4,
2020, to determine what information the UofM management provided to the UofM Board
regarding mental health services offered at the university. We also interviewed the UofM
Counseling Center Director and the UofM Board Chair regarding information on mental health
services provided to the UofM Board.
To determine what mental health services university management provided to students,
including off-campus students, we interviewed the Director of the UofM Counseling Center and
reviewed service reports. To gain an understanding of how the university funds mental health
services, we reviewed the university’s fee schedules for the time period of fall 2016 through spring
2020.
To determine if UofM’s counselor-to-student ratio met the IACS recommended ratio of 1
full-time licensed counselor for every 1,000-1,500 students, including obtaining an understanding
and assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control regarding the staffing
of university mental health services, we interviewed the UofM Counseling Center Director. We
also reviewed IACS standards and researched the availability of mental health professionals to fill
positions. To calculate the ratio, we obtained and reviewed a list of current and former full-time
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licensed counselors employed by the UofM Counseling Center. We then obtained and reviewed
the number of students enrolled at UofM as reported by the Tennessee Higher Education
Commission (THEC) for each fall semester within the audit period. We used the number of fulltime licensed counselors and the number of students enrolled at UofM to calculate the counselorto-student ratio for each fall semester within the audit period.
To determine if UofM management established and adopted a suicide prevention plan in
keeping with Section 49-7-172, Tennessee Code Annotated, including obtaining an understanding
and assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control, we obtained and
reviewed a copy of the university’s suicide prevention plan. To ensure that UofM management
disseminated the suicide prevention plan to the campus community at least once each semester,
we obtained and reviewed a copy of the email sent to students, faculty, and staff that provided the
suicide prevention plan.
To determine if UofM management tracked key mental health data, including obtaining an
understanding and assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control
regarding university mental health metrics, we interviewed the UofM Counseling Center Director
and documented the process the Director uses to manage counselor caseloads. We obtained and
reviewed Counseling Center efforts to track hospitalizations, the number of outreach services
performed, the number of students served, and the number of attended appointments. We also
reviewed a BIT report used to track incidents related to suicidal ideation and attempted suicides.
Observation 9 – The UofM Counseling Center should consider the IACS counselor-to-student
ratio standard
The International Association for Counseling Services (IACS) serves as an accrediting
body for college and university mental health services, and the UofM Counseling Center is
accredited by IACS. IACS standards also serve as best practices for providing such services. In
the IACS Standards for University and College Counseling Services, IACS recommends “that staff
levels be continually monitored with regard to student enrollment, service demands, and staff
diversity to ensure that program objectives are being met…Every effort should be made to
maintain minimum staffing ratios in the range of one FTE professional staff member11 (excluding
trainees) for every 1,000-1,500 students, depending on services offered and other campus mental
health agencies.”
We provide the number of full-time licensed counselors, total enrollment, and the
counselor-to-student ratio in Table 5.

11
The IACS Standards for University and College Counseling Services defines an FTE Professional staff member as
“one full time clinical/administrative position, excluding clerical staff and all trainees (such as Pre-Doctoral Interns,
Post-Doctoral Residents, Externs, Interns, Graduate Assistants, etc.).” Additionally, “professional staff must have a
degree in counseling psychology, clinical psychology, counselor education, marriage and family, or other closely
related discipline and be licensed/certified to practice within their specialty.”
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Table 5
IACS Ratio Calculations
Fall Semesters 2016 to 2019
Semester
Fall 2016
Fall 2017
Fall 2018
Fall 2019

Full-Time
Licensed
Counselors
7
7
7
8

Total
Enrollment

Counselor-toStudent Ratio

21,453
21,722
21,631
21,685

1:3,065
1:3,014
1:3,091
1:2,711

Number of Additional
Counselors Needed to
Meet IACS Standards
8
8
8
7

We encourage the UofM Board and UofM management to promote the center’s efforts to
maintain IACS accreditation. The UofM Board should also continue to work with UofM
management to ensure the UofM Counseling Center has the resources to meet the mental health
services needs of its students.
Observation 10 – UofM management did not provide a suicide prevention plan to UofM students,
faculty, and staff during the fall 2019 semester
Pursuant to Section 49-7-172, Tennessee Code Annotated, “each state institution of higher
education shall develop and implement a suicide prevention plan for students, faculty, and staff”
and “shall provide the suicide prevention plan to students, faculty, and staff at least (1) time each
semester.” Section 49-7-172, Tennessee Code Annotated, took effect on July 1, 2019, but UofM
did not disseminate its suicide prevention plan to all faculty, staff, and students until the spring
2020 semester. UofM provided the plan on the UofM Counseling Center website, and the UofM
Office of the Provost informed students, faculty, and staff of the suicide prevention plan on
February 20, 2020, via email.
According to the UofM Dean of Students, UofM management developed and prepared a
Suicide Prevention Plan during fall 2019, but UofM management could not approve or disseminate
the plan due to a reorganization of the Office of Student Affairs, which was responsible for the
plan’s completion. According to the UofM Dean of Students, UofM management wanted to ensure
the appropriate officials approved the plan and identified proper channels for dissemination and
student concerns.
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2 – The General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee
Code Annotated to participate in the Psychology Interjurisdictional Compact Act (PSYPACT)
The General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee Code Annotated to participate in the
Psychology Interjurisdictional Compact Act (PSYPACT). As a member of PSYPACT, Tennessee
licensed psychologists would have the ability to provide services to a client in another Compact
member’s state. This would be particularly helpful for college campuses. Colleges have students
from other states and even other countries in attendance; therefore, participation in PSYPACT
would allow students to receive continued services by counselors at their university while distance
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learning or when returning home during breaks between semesters while being mindful of the
licensure laws of the state in which the student is located while receiving counseling services.
In February 2020, Tennessee legislators filed Senate Bill 1142 and House Bill 1121, which
would allow Tennessee to join PSYPACT. The Senate passed the Senate Bill in February 2020,
and the bill was placed on the House Clerk’s Desk prior to the March 2020 adjournment of the
General Assembly. When the General Assembly reconvened in June 2020, it was considered by
the House of Representatives. Because the bill had a fiscal impact, it was placed behind the budget
and did not move forward.
Matter for Legislative Consideration 3 – The General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee
Code Annotated to require that higher education institutions publish annual reports on key mental
health statistics for their students
In the absence of federal guidance, the General Assembly may wish to amend Tennessee
Code Annotated to include new requirements that higher education institutions publish annual
reports on key mental health statistics for their students, such as the number of counselors that
serve students and the number of students that receive services. The General Assembly may wish
to require each higher education institution to publish these reports on the institution’s website for
the benefit of students, their families, and other members of the public. The General Assembly
may also wish to require higher education institutions to certify the accuracy and completeness of
the data they report.
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STRATEGIC PLAN AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Graduate School, University of Memphis
Source: https://www.memphis.edu/gradschool/.

STRATEGIC PLAN AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Strategic plans provide long-term objectives and goals for institutions and agencies.
Management designs strategic plans, typically with lifespans of 3 to 10 years, to provide a “road
map” to achieve future success, avoid risks, and take advantage of new opportunities. Strategic
plans often include performance measures, or quantifiable metrics to measure success, so that
management can effectively design and monitor the implementation of a strategic plan.
Plan Development
To guide the University of Memphis (UofM)
in achieving organizational success and to ensure
good stewardship of the university’s resources, the
UofM President and administrative staff have
developed a university-wide strategic plan. The
strategic plan includes measurable criteria to provide
an outcomes-based mechanism for the University of
Memphis Board of Trustees (UofM Board) and
management to evaluate and monitor the plan’s
implementation.

In addition to the UofM-designed
strategic plan, the Tennessee
Higher Education Commission
(THEC) compiles a statewide
master plan to increase the
educational attainment levels of
Tennesseans; additionally, THEC
develops a comprehensive
financial strategic plan for higher
education revenues and expenses.

UofM’s current strategic plan, Leading
through Innovation, is effective from 2019 to 2023 and has seven priorities:
 student success, access, and affordability;
 academic excellence;
 research and innovation;
 diversity and inclusion;
 community, alumni, and external collaborations;
 brand enhancement and global visibility; and
 sustainability.
Designing the 2019-2023 Strategic Plan
To draft a university-wide strategic plan, the strategic
planning steering committee, whose members consisted of
university department heads and managers, received input
from many of UofM’s departments about what should be
included in the strategic plan. University leadership focused
the development of the strategic plan on student success. The
strategic planning steering committee is responsible for the
development and implementation of the strategic plan.
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UofM’s strategic plan
identified six core values:
 accountability;
 collaboration;
 diversity and
inclusion;
 innovation;
 service; and
 student success.

Drive to 55
Former Governor Bill Haslam created the Drive
to 55 initiative as an effort to increase the number of
Tennesseans with a post-secondary credential to 55%
by 2025, to meet Tennessee’s future workforce and
economic needs. Governor Haslam launched the
initiative in 2014, when only 32% of Tennesseans had
a certificate or degree beyond high school. The
initiative includes an increased emphasis on certificates
at technology centers and community colleges, not just
two- and four-year degrees.
Transfer Pathways

UofM collaborated with FedEx
to provide eligible FedEx
employees the benefit of higher
education. The program, LiFE:
Learning inspired by FedEx, is
an opportunity for students at all
education levels to earn a
degree and takes the student
from enrollment to graduation,
including those without a high
school diploma. Students are
also eligible to petition for
college credit previous work and
life experiences, including
military service, FedEx-provided
training, and professional
development courses.

The Tennessee Transfer Pathways are advising
tools designed to help community college students plan
for transferring to a Tennessee public university or
select regionally accredited, nonprofit, Tennessee
private colleges and universities to complete their
baccalaureate degree.
The Transfer Pathways
constitute an agreement between community colleges and four-year colleges and universities
confirming that community college courses meet major preparation requirements.
A student who completes all the courses for a Transfer Pathway will earn an associate’s
degree at their community college. When the student transfers to a Tennessee public or private
college or university, the student’s transcript will certify that the student completed the Transfer
Pathway. The Transfer Pathway guarantees that the college or university to which the student
transfers will accept the student’s community college courses.
Preparing Tennesseans for the Future of Work
In 2019, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) convened a Future of Work
taskforce to discuss issues confronting Tennessee’s economy and approaches private industry and
higher education could take to work together to address these issues. THEC’s 2020 update to the
2015-2025 Master Plan, Enabling the Competitive Edge, outlined the taskforce’s findings:
 Artificial intelligence and automation – all individuals employed in
Tennessee must learn to interact with artificial intelligence using critical
thinking, data analysis, and diverse communication skills.
 Computer science and data analytics – develop more diverse computer
science and data analytics course offerings across public higher education. This
includes establishing concentrations of courses in addition to majors and
minors, such that students majoring in different fields can gain useful computer
science and data analysis skills.
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 Stackable credentials – a student’s ability to accumulate credentials in a given
field over his or her working life is critical to the success of Tennessee’s
economy. Students can earn “stackable credentials” at all institution types,
which can have cumulative industry value, with university’s designing
credentials to build off each other. Further, institutions and industry must
recognize that a student’s path to a terminal credential is not necessarily linear;
stackability and transferability of credits and clock hours is imperative.
 Industry growth and recruitment – employers often have very specific
workforce needs, which serve as the crux of their decisions surrounding
location and expansion. For example, the Oshkosh Corporation partnered with
TCAT-Morristown and TCAT-Knoxville to meet its need for skilled labor and
to produce a credentialed workforce specifically trained to work with Oshkosh
and its partners. This explicit alignment between higher education and industry
has been extremely successful and can serve as a model for other employers
across the state.
Additionally, THEC presented information on the need to retrain workers at the 2019 Tennessee
Higher Education Summit, a professional development program for university board members.
A February 2019 Southern Regional Education Board12 report, Unprepared and Unaware:
Upskilling the Workforce for a Decade of Uncertainty, goes on to express that many Americans
will need to be retrained as technology disrupts the workforce,
America is currently experiencing a dynamic shift in employment for many
working-age adults. As companies automate basic retail and manufacturing jobs,
they eliminate many of the low-skill jobs available to adults with low levels of
education. But technological advancements also create new positions, many
requiring education after high school. These middle-skill jobs, demanding more
than a high school credential but less than a college degree, will continue to emerge
at the same time low-skill jobs go away. Adult workers who raise their education
levels to qualify for these jobs will be better prepared to benefit from the new labor
market. Adults who do not raise their skills may not.
In 2019, Forbes reported that universities are failing to meet the market demand to retrain
the U.S. workforce, stating that as many as 11.5 million Americans will need to be retrained by
2022 to be ready to work with automation and artificial intelligence.

12

The Southern Regional Education Board works with southeastern states to improve public education at every
level, from early childhood through doctoral education (https://www.sreb.org/about).
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Emerging Issue 2: Universities may experience an enrollment cliff
Beginning in the mid-2020s, experts and economists expect colleges and
universities to experience an “enrollment cliff,” a significant decrease in
enrollment levels due to a substantial decline in the number of high school
graduates in most regions of the United States. During the Great Recession
of 2008-09, the birthrate declined and did not rebound in subsequent years;
therefore, fewer students may graduate from high schools and enroll in
colleges and universities. Professional associations and higher education
publications reported that the enrollment cliff could significantly impact the
enrollment of four-year colleges and universities, especially regional or rural
schools.
Colleges and universities may experience demographic shifts in student
populations and increased competition for students. The Tennessee Higher
Education Commission presented information on the enrollment cliff at the
2019 Tennessee Higher Education Summit, a professional development
program for university board members.
Chart 2 exhibits the change in births per 1,000 people for the U.S. and
Tennessee from 2005 through 2018.
Chart 2
Births per 1,000 People
U.S. and Tennessee, 2005 Through 2018

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from the Tennessee Department of Health and
Macrotrends.net.
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Performance Measures
To provide accountability to its many stakeholders, including alumni, state legislators, and
the public, UofM Board members and UofM management monitored strategic results and
performance measures to ensure that the university was meeting its strategic objectives and to
determine where more focus may be needed to align the university’s actual performance with its
goals. UofM management implemented data governance policies to ensure that the UofM Board
and UofM management have the information they need to monitor the university’s performance.
Data governance policies include data security, integrity, and access policies, and help ensure that
information is reliable, accurate, and complete. Universities use multiple platforms for reporting
data that will help them compare the university performance metrics to other institutions by equal
standards. Two of the reporting platforms are the Common Data Set Initiative and the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).
Common Data Set
The Common Data Set Initiative is a collaborative effort among data providers in the
higher education community and publishers (such as U.S. News & World Report). According to
the Common Data Set Initiative’s website, its stated goal is to “improve the quality and accuracy
of information provided to all involved in a student’s transition into higher education, as well as
to reduce the reporting burden on data providers.”
The Common Data Set Initiative includes standards and definitions for selected data items,
and each participating school completes a standard template to capture and provide key
information related to that school. The Common Data Set survey revolves around the following
major areas:


enrollment and persistence, including enrollment by sex and race, and the number of
degrees awarded;



freshman admissions, including the number of admitted and enrolled students by sex;



admissions of transfer students, including the number of admitted and transfer students
that applied, were admitted, and were enrolled by sex;



academic offerings;



student life, including fraternities and sororities, housing, and activities, as well as the
number of out-of-state students;



annual expenses, including tuition, fees, and estimated living expenses;



financial assistance; and



instructional faculty and class size.

School staff collect and report the information captured by the Common Data Set survey
to the Common Data Set Initiative, which in turn disseminates the data to various third parties,
such as publishers and college organizations. Publishers use the data to compile college rankings,
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guidance counselor handbooks, and other post-secondary school guides. Schools often make the
data from the Common Data Set survey available on their website.
IPEDS
The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) is an annual data collection
distributed by the Postsecondary Branch of the National Center for Education Statistics, a nonpartisan center within the Institute of Education Science under the U.S. Department of Education
and the primary federal entity for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S.
and other nations. IPEDS data is publicly available and may be used without cost. Postsecondary
institutions submit IPEDS data annually through 12 interrelated survey components. Data in a
collection year (cycle) is reported in three periods, and the data for each period is distributed in
three corresponding releases. The data in each release goes through a different review and
validation process. One of the 12 survey components is related to finance data, which provides
context for understanding the resources and costs of providing postsecondary education. Data
collected in the finance survey includes
 revenues by source (tuition and fees, private gifts, grants and contracts);
 expenses by function (instruction, research, academic support, institutional support);
 assets and liabilities; and
 scholarships and fellowships.
The Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, requires that institutions that participate in federal
student aid programs report data on enrollments, program completions, graduation rates, faculty
and staff, finances, institutional prices, and student financial aid.
Key Performance Measures
Key performance measures for guiding UofM’s strategic direction and determining its
achievement in meeting its mission are enrollment, retention, and graduation rates, as well as
student loans. The enrollment rate performance measure focuses on first-time, full-time students
who enroll at the university. For the fall 2019 semester, UofM enrolled 2,617 full-time, first-time
freshmen. The retention rate performance measure focuses on freshmen who enroll full-time at
the beginning of one year and then re-enroll the following year. Freshmen who discontinue their
studies or transfer to another university are not considered “retained.” Charts 3 and 4 demonstrate
UofM enrollment and retention rates for each fall semester from fall 2015 through fall 2019.
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Chart 3
UofM First-Time Freshmen
Fall Semesters 2015 Through 2019

Chart 4
UofM Retention Rate
Fall Semester 2015 Through 2019

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM’s common data sets.

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM’s common data sets.
.

The graduation rate performance measure is the number of freshmen enrolling in a given
year who obtain a bachelor’s degree or equivalent certification within six years. Although
convention holds that a bachelor’s degree should be attained in four years, students often require
longer periods of enrollment to acquire their targeted degree, depending on numerous factors such
as the number of courses students take each semester; financial resources needed to pay for
continuous enrollment; or a change in degree major and program, which would require more
courses to cover all requisites. For Common Data Set Initiative reporting, schools calculate fourand six-year graduation rates six years after enrollment. Both graduation rates are based on the
same student cohorts, which are the group of students who began studying at the university in the
same semester. In the following charts, we present the four- and six- year rates for the same cohort
of students by the school year the university reported the rates for the Common Data Set Initiative.
For example, the 2015-2016 graduation rates include the total number of freshmen that enrolled
for the first time in fall 2009 and that graduated by August 31, 2013 (the four-year rate) and that
graduated by August 31, 2015 (the six-year rate).
The student loan performance measure is based on the number of students who graduated
in a particular year, how many of these graduates obtained student loans during their postsecondary
education, and how much in student loans the average graduate obtained. Chart 5 exhibits UofM
four- and six-year graduation rates for each school year from school years 2015-16 through 201920, and Charts 6 and 7 exhibit the percentage of graduates with student loans and the average
amount of student loans for each school year’s graduates from school year 2015-16 through school
year 2019-20.
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Chart 5
UofM Graduation Rates
School Years 2015-16 Through 2019-20

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM’s common data set.

Chart 6
Percentage of UofM Graduates
With Student Loans
School Years 2015-16 Through 2019-20

Chart 7
Average Amount of Student Loans of
UofM Graduates
School Years 2015-16 Through 2019-20

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM’s common data sets.

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM’s common data sets.

Research Funds
Universities and other entities use the volume of research taking place on their campuses
or the amount of research funding they receive as a measure of their performance. One entity that
considers university research activity is the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher
Education (Carnegie Classification). The Carnegie Classification is a framework for recognizing
and describing institutional diversity in U.S. higher education, and it considers university research
activity and spending in its classification system. There are three categories for universities that
award at least 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees or at least 30 professional practice doctoral
degrees:
 R1: Doctoral Universities – Very high research activity
 R2: Doctoral Universities – High research activity
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 D/PU: Doctoral/Professional Universities
The Carnegie Classification classifies UofM as an “R2: Doctoral Universities: High Research
Activity” university. Chart 8 exhibits UofM research expenditures from fiscal years 2015-16
through 2018-19.13
Chart 8
UofM Research Expenditures
Fiscal Years 2015-16 Through 2018-19

Source: Auditor analysis of IPEDS data, obtained from https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/.

First Destination
First destination data is a measure of a student’s post-graduation outcome and describes a
graduate’s “first destination,” generally six months after graduation. Outcomes generally include
full- or part-time employment, graduate school, post-graduate fellowship or internship, or military
service. First destination data also commonly captures the graduate’s major, employer or graduate
school, and salary. Universities can use different methods to obtain this data, including conducting
alumni surveys or purchasing the data from third parties, such as Equifax and the National
Association of Colleges and Employers. Universities use students’ post-graduation outcomes and
first destination data to determine whether the university has successfully prepared students for
their chosen career path and to make necessary changes to promote student success.
Outcomes-Based Funding
In conjunction with Tennessee universities, campuses, and state government
representatives, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission developed an outcomes-based
funding formula, a complex tool that allocates state funds to Tennessee’s public colleges and
universities based on performance in key areas. In 2019-20 the General Assembly appropriated
13

The National Center for Education Statistics has not published IPEDS data for the 2019-20 year, as of July 2020.
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approximately $1.2 billion for higher education, and the formula determined how those funds
would be distributed to each institution.
One of the primary components of the outcomes-based funding formula is measuring a
school’s achievement toward its mission goals. Each school places a “weight” or percentage value
on components of its mission; the higher the weight, the more its performance in this area
influences the result of its outcomes-based funding formula result. According to the THEC 201920 Formula Weighted Outcomes Calculation, UofM places the heaviest weight on the combined
total of bachelor’s and associate degrees conferred to undergraduate students during an academic
year.
Fundraising
Universities receive funding through a variety of sources, including gifts and donations.
Universities can use gifts and donations to fund scholarships to students, new campus buildings,
or any other expense that the donor and institution wish to fund. At UofM, there are three
foundations that support the University of Memphis. The University of Memphis Foundation
(UofM Foundation) is a legally separate, tax-exempt organization that acts primarily as a
fundraising organization to supplement the resources that are available to the university in support
of its programs. The 20-member board of the UofM Foundation is self-perpetuating and consists
of graduates and friends of UofM. The University of Memphis Research Foundation (UofM
Research Foundation) is a legally separate, tax-exempt organization that acts primarily as an
agent to promote the development, implementation, and coordination of sponsored research solely
for the benefit of UofM in the furtherance of the university’s research objectives. The 11-member
board of the UofM Research Foundation is self-perpetuating and consists of friends, faculty, and
staff of UofM. The Auxiliary Services Foundation (ASF) is a legally separate, tax-exempt
organization that acts primarily as an agent to operate auxiliary enterprises that directly impact
UofM. The five-member board of the ASF is self-perpetuating and consists of friends and officers
of UofM. Institutions collect contributions through
 major gifts;
 annual giving campaigns;
 one-time/capital giving campaigns;
 fundraising and alumni events; and
 periodic/annual mail or electronic communications to donors, alumni, and parents.
UofM’s fundraising staff are responsible for communicating with donors and potential
donors, and for reaching out to potential donors to expand gifts and contributions for the university.
To accomplish this, the university has a collection of approximately 200,000 records of alumni,
friends, parents, corporations, and foundations, which staff use to determine if a potential donor
has the capacity to give or is likely to give to the university.
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Audit Results
1. Audit Objective: Did the UofM Board approve the most recent strategic plan?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board has not approved the most recent strategic plan; however,
university management has presented the strategic plan to the board and the
board has routinely monitored the strategic plan. See Audit Objective 2.

2. Audit Objective: How has the UofM Board monitored the implementation of the strategic
plan and the strategic direction of the university?
Conclusion:

The UofM Board monitored the implementation of the strategic plan and
the strategic direction of the university through reviewing reports, updates,
and other information from UofM management and discussing the strategic
direction of the university at most board meetings.

3. Audit Objective: Does UofM management have a plan to address future fundraising needs?
Conclusion:

UofM management had a process to identify areas in need of fundraising
support, to track and contact donors and potential donors, and established
fundraising campaigns.

4. Audit Objective: How did UofM compare in the following key performance areas to peer
institutions?
a. Enrollment Rates
b. Retention Rates
c. Graduation Rates
d. Research Expenditures
e. Student Loan Debt
Conclusion:

We provide our analysis in our Results of Audit Work.

5. Audit Objective: Has UofM management taken action to increase credential production and
transfer student enrollment, in keeping with the statewide Drive to 55 and
Transfer Pathways’ initiatives?
Conclusion:

14

UofM offers Access Memphis and the Memphis Promise, programs that
offer students financial aid to make higher education at UofM more
affordable. UofM also partnered with FedEx to create the LiFE14 Journey
program, which helps eligible FedEx employees access the benefits of
higher education. Additionally, UofM accepts many transfer pathways
from 19 of Tennessee’s community colleges.

Life inspired by Fedex.
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6. Audit Objective: How has UofM monitored students’ “first destination” after graduation
(full-time employment, graduate school, etc.)?
Conclusion:

UofM collects “first destination” data through the National Student
Clearinghouse and through an agreement with the Tennessee Department
of Labor and Workforce Development. The data collected includes the
student’s major, graduation year, if the graduate continued their education,
if the graduate reported earnings one year after graduating, salary one year
after graduating, and student loan debt after graduating.

7. Audit Objective: Does UofM management have data governance policies to use data
accurately and securely?
Conclusion:

UofM management has data governance policies for the security, access,
and protection of data and information technology resources.

Methodology to Achieve Objectives
To address our objectives for the university’s strategic plan, including obtaining an
understanding and assessing management’s design, implementation, and operating effectiveness
of internal control, we interviewed the Executive Vice President and Provost and reviewed the
2019-2023 strategic plan. To determine if the UofM Board approved the strategic plan and
monitored the implementation of the strategic plan, we reviewed board meeting minutes and
materials since the board’s inaugural meeting and interviewed board members. We also reviewed
online information from Inside Higher Ed, the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities, and the College and University Professional Association for Human Resources.
To address our objective of the university’s plan to address future fundraising needs,
including obtaining an understanding and assessing management’s design and implementation of
internal control, we interviewed the Chief Advancement Officer. We reviewed UofM’s Office of
University Advancement webpage and reports provided by the Office of University Advancement.
To determine how the university compared with its peer universities, we interviewed the
Director of Institutional Effectiveness. We obtained source data for enrollment rates, retention rates,
four- and six-year graduation rates, the percentage of students graduating with student loans, and the
average student loan amount for graduates with student loan debt from UofM’s Office of Institutional
Research for the years 2015 through 2019. We obtained similar Common Data Set information for
the university’s peers from the peers’ websites. We also obtained the amount of research expenditures
from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System for the university and its peers for fiscal
years 2015 through 2018. To analyze the data, we compared the university to its peers using the peer
group’s average, minimum, and maximum. To determine if the published performance measures
were reliable, we obtained the underlying source data, recalculated the published measures, and
discussed with management our recalculation methods to ensure they were appropriate. To obtain an
understanding and assess management’s design, implementation, and operating effectiveness of
internal control for performance data, we reviewed source information, interviewed key personnel,
and reperformed the calculations.
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To determine if the university implemented measures to increase credential production and
transfer student enrollment, including obtaining an understanding and assessing management’s
design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed the websites for the Tennessee
Transfer Pathways and Drive to 55 initiatives. We also reviewed the University of Memphis
website and interviewed the Executive Vice President and Provost.
To determine how the university has monitored students’ “first destination” after
graduation, including obtaining an understanding and assessing management’s design and
implementation of internal control, we interviewed the Director of Institutional Effectiveness and
reviewed the reports created by UofM from data collected by the Tennessee Department of Labor
and Workforce Development.
To address our objective about the university’s data governance policies, including
obtaining an understanding and assessing management’s design and implementation of internal
control, we interviewed the Director of Institutional Effectiveness and reviewed the university’s
information technology policies.
Results of Audit Work: Performance Metrics
Exhibited below are charts demonstrating how
UofM compared to its peers for the performance
measures that we analyzed, for the five-year period 2015
through 2019.15 The UofM Board began oversight of the
university’s performance measures when the UofM
Board held its inaugural meeting in March 2017. Prior to
March 2017, the Tennessee Board of Regents was
responsible for oversight of the university’s performance
measures.

According to UofM
management, the university’s
most comparable institutions
are Urban 13 institutions with a
Carnegie Classification of R2 –
High Research. We included
one Urban 13 school with an
R2 classification and one Urban
13 school with an R1
classification in our analysis.

UofM management identified 42 peer institutions and categorized the university’s peers
into five areas or groups based on funding, academics, THEC-defined peers, and the National
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) comparisons, as well as Urban 13 universities, which is
an informal research-sharing association of 19 public urban universities. We compared UofM’s
performance in key performance measures to 5 of UofM’s 42 self-identified peer institutions.
While UofM management considers Urban 13 universities with a Carnegie Classification of R2
the most comparable to the university, we limited our review to peer institutions with publicly
available information and with close geographic proximity to UofM from the university’s total list
of 42 peers, and we included 2 Urban 13 universities in this comparison. We selected the following
peer institutions for our performance measure analysis of UofM compared to its peers:
 Mississippi State University (MSU)
 University of Missouri at St. Louis (UMSL) [Urban 13, R2 Institution]
 University of Alabama (Alabama)
15

The average amount is the average of UofM’s peers only. We exhibit the five peer institutions we selected with
dark blue columns.
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 University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB) [Urban 13, R1 Institution]
 University of Arkansas (UArk)
We present the complete list of UofM’s peer institutions in Appendix 3
When comparing performance measures among peers, it can be helpful to keep in mind that
many factors may cause a performance measure to increase or decrease, and that different university
campuses have varying academic profiles, environments, and student life organizations that could
affect the institution’s performance measures, even among peers. Additionally, many states have
enacted various higher education or legislative initiatives that only affect the institutions within that
state and could affect performance measures. For example, in Tennessee, the Tennessee Promise,
which allows students to attend a two-year institution tuition-free, went into effect in 2015,
potentially impacting the performance measures of four-year Tennessee institutions.
University management responded to the results of our analysis. We exhibit their response
in Appendix 8.
Enrollment Rates
UofM’s first-time, full-time freshman enrollment increased 27.7%, from 2,049 in fall 2015,
to 2,617 in fall 2019. UofM’s change in enrollment was above the average of UofM’s peers’
change in first-time, full-time freshman enrollment, as exhibited in Chart 9.
Chart 9
Change in First-Time, Full-Time
Freshman Enrollment
Fall Semesters 2015 Through 2019

Chart 10
Average Retention Rate
Fall Semesters 2015 Through 2019

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM
and peers’ common data sets.

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM
and peers’ common data sets.

Retention Rates
UofM’s overall average retention rate for each fall semester from 2015 through 2019 was
74.8%, which was below each of the peers we analyzed. UofM’s average retention rate for the
five-year period was below the average retention rate of UofM’s peers, as exhibited in Chart 10.
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Graduation Rates
UofM’s average four- and six-year graduation rates from the 2015 school year through the
2019 school year were 21.0% and 46.4%, respectively, which was below each of the peers we
analyzed. UofM’s average four-year graduation rate for the five-year period was below the
average four-year graduation rate of UofM’s peers, as exhibited in Chart 11. Additionally, as
noted in Chart 5, UofM’s four-year graduation rate increased from 17.5% in 2015 to 28.3% in
2019. UofM’s average six-year graduation rate for the five-year period was below the average
six-year graduation rate of UofM’s peers, as exhibited in Chart 12. Additionally, as noted in
Chart 5, UofM’s six-year graduation rate increased from 44.6% in 2015 and 53.1% in 2019.
Chart 11
Average Four-Year Graduation Rate
School Years 2015 Through 2019

Chart 12
Average Six-Year Graduation Rate
School Years 2015 Through 2019

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM
and peers’ common data sets.

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM
and peers’ common data sets.

Chart 13 exhibits the average research expenditures for UofM and its peers over fiscal
years 2015 through 2018.16 UofM’s research expenditures were below the average of its peers
but were not the lowest.

16

IPEDS has not released the 2019 finance survey, as of July 2020.
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Chart 13
Average Research Expenditures
Fiscal Years 2015 Through 2018

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from UofM and peers’ IPEDS data.

Student Loan Debt
Chart 14 exhibits the average percentage of students graduating with student loans for
UofM and its peers over the 2015 to 2019 school years. UofM’s percentage of students
graduating with student loan debt was above its peers.
Chart 14
Average Percent of Students
Graduating With Student Loan Debt
School Years 2015 Through 2019

Chart 15
Average Amount of Student Loans of
UofM Graduates
School Years 2015 Through 2019

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM and peers’ common data set

Source: Auditor analysis of data obtained from
UofM and peers’ common data sets.

UofM graduates’ average amount of student loan debt for the 2015 through 2019 school
years was $29,488, similar to its peers. UofM graduates’ average amount of student loan debt
for the five-year period was $67 below the average of UofM’s peers, as exhibited in Chart 15.
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Both the UofM Board and UofM management noted that the number of students with
student loan debt can be affected by student demographics, including students with lower
incomes and nontraditional students, who may need more financial aid to be able to afford
attending a university.
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HIGHER EDUCATION EMERGENCY RELIEF FUND
ADMINISTRATION

Ned R. McWherter Library, University of Memphis
Source: https://libanswers.memphis.edu/

HIGHER EDUCATION EMERGENCY RELIEF FUND ADMINISTRATION
On March 27, 2020, the U.S. President signed the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and
Economic Security (CARES) Act in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The Act contains $2
trillion in assistance funding, including $30.75 billion for an Education Stabilization Fund (Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance [CFDA] 84.425). This fund includes four grant programs:


Education Stabilization Fund Discretionary Grants (1% of $30.75 billion to states with
the highest COVID-19 burden, or $307.5 million);



Governor’s Emergency Education Relief Fund ($3 billion);



Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief Fund ($13.2 billion); and



Higher Education Emergency Relief Fund (HEERF) ($14.25 billion).

HEERF funds are divided into the following types of grants and CFDA numbers:


Student Aid (84.425E)



Institutional Portion (84.425F)



Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) (84.425J)



Historically Black Graduate Institutions (HBGI) (84.425J)



American Indian Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU) (84.425K)



Minority Serving Institutions (84.425L)



Strengthening Institutions Program (84.425M)



Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (84.425N)

The basic Student Aid grant’s purpose was to provide funding to institutions to provide
emergency financial aid grants to students whose lives had been disrupted and were facing
financial challenges due to the pandemic. The Institutional Portion provides funds to the university
to cover costs of significant changes in the delivery of instruction due to the coronavirus. This
includes the cost of refunds to students for room and board, tuition, and other fees refunded to
students.
In addition to the Student Aid and Institutional grants, institutions may also receive either
the HBCUs and HBGI grants; the TCCU grant; the Minority Serving Institution grant; or the
Strengthening Institutions Program grant. This funding is encouraged, but not required, to be made
available to students for emergency grants. Universities may also use the funds to defray expenses
related to the pandemic, including lost revenue, technology costs associated with the transition to
online learning, and payroll.
The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education is for any institutions that the
Secretary of Education determines have the greatest unmet need due to the coronavirus. The
Secretary gives priority to schools that did not receive at least $500,000 in the other grants and that
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demonstrate sufficient unmet needs. Schools receiving funds may use the funds for students but
are not required to and may use the funds to defray institutional expenses such as lost revenue,
expense reimbursement, and technology costs.
In addition to HEERF, Congress appropriated $3 billion of the Education Stabilization Fund
for the Governor’s Emergency Education Relief Fund (GEERF). Tennessee may use some of the
funds for higher education but had not appropriated any of the funding to the locally governed
institutions in our audit as of May 31, 2020, the end of our scope.
UofM received the Student Aid, Institutional Portion, and Strengthening Institutions
Program funds.
Table 6
UofM HEERF Awards and Expenditures by Program*
As of May 31, 2020
Program
Student Aid
Institutional
Strengthening Institutions Program

$

Awarded
7,801,875
7,801,874
762,915

$

Expended
7,115,300
0
0

* This information is unaudited.
Source: U.S. Department of Education website and UofM management.

Audit Results
1. Audit Objective: Did UofM management develop and implement a plan to expend its Higher
Education Emergency Relief Fund (HEERF) funding in compliance with
guidance provided by the U.S. Department of Education?
Conclusion:

UofM management developed and implemented a plan to expend the
HEERF funding in compliance with guidance provided by the U.S.
Department of Education. This included creating separate account codes so
the expenditures and funds could be properly accounted for and monitored.
As of May 31, 2020, (the end of our audit period), UofM management had
distributed emergency grants to qualifying students but had not yet drawn
their institutional or strengthening institutions funds.

2. Audit Objective: Did UofM management enter into the Funding Certification and Agreement
for Emergency Financial Aid Grants to Students and the Certification and
Agreement for Recipient’s Institutional Costs?
Conclusion:

UofM management entered into the Funding Certification and Agreement
for Emergency Financial Aid Grants to Students on April 10, 2020; as well
as the Certifications and Agreements for Recipient’s Institutional Portion
on April 21, 2020; and the Strengthening Institutions Program on May 1,
2020.
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Methodology to Achieve Objectives
To determine if UofM management developed and implemented a plan to expend its
HEERF funds in accordance with federal requirements, including obtaining an understanding and
assessing management’s design and implementation of internal control, we reviewed grant award
letters and other federal guidance to obtain an understanding of HEERF and its requirements. We
conducted interviews with officials charged with managing the funding to understand their
knowledge of federal requirements and plan for expending the funds. We requested the account
codes used to account for the funds. We also requested and reviewed documentation including
written policies and procedures.
To determine if the university entered into the required funding certifications and
agreements, we requested copies of these from the university and examined the university
official’s signature.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1
Internal Control Significant to the Audit Objectives
The U.S. Government Accountability Office’s Standards for Internal Control in the
Federal Government (Green Book) sets internal control standards for federal entities and serves
as best practice for non-federal government entities, including state and local government
agencies. As stated in the Green Book overview,17
Internal control is a process used by management to help an entity achieve its
objectives . . . Internal control helps an entity run its operations effectively and
efficiently; report reliable information about its operations; and comply with
applicable laws and regulations.
The Green Book’s standards are organized into five components of internal control: control
environment, risk assessment, control activities, information and communication, and monitoring.
In an effective system of internal control, these five components work together to help an entity
achieve its objectives. Each of the five components of internal control contains principles, which
are the requirements an entity should follow to establish an effective system of internal control.
We illustrate the five components and their underlying principles below:
Control Environment

Control Activities

Principle 1

Demonstrate Commitment to Integrity
and Ethical Values

Principle 10

Design Control Activities

Principle 2

Exercise Oversight Responsibility

Principle 11

Design Activities for the Information
System

Principle 12

Implement Control Activities

Principle 3
Principle 4
Principle 5

Establish Structure, Responsibility, and
Authority
Demonstrate Commitment to Competence
Enforce Accountability

Information and Communication
Principle 13
Principle 14
Principle 15

Risk Assessment
Principle 6
Principle 7
Principle 8
Principle 9

Define Objectives and Risk Tolerances
Identify, Analyze, and Respond to Risks
Assess Fraud Risk
Identify, Analyze, and Respond to
Change

Use Quality Information
Communicate Internally
Communicate Externally

Monitoring
Principle 16
Principle 17

Perform Monitoring Activities
Evaluate Issues and Remediate
Deficiencies

In compliance with generally accepted government auditing standards, we must determine
whether internal control is significant to our audit objectives. We base our determination of
significance on whether an entity’s internal control impacts our audit conclusion. If some, but not
all, internal control components are significant to the audit objectives, we must identify those
internal control components and underlying principles that are significant to the audit objectives.
In the following matrix, we list our audit objectives, indicate whether internal control was
significant to our audit objectives, and identify which internal control components and underlying
principles were significant to those objectives.

17

For further information on the Green Book, please refer to https://www.gao.gov/greenbook/overview.
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Internal Control Components and Underlying Principles
Significant to the Audit Objectives
Control Environment

Risk Assessment

Information &
Communication

Control Activities

Monitoring

Audit Objectives
Board Oversight and Responsibilities

Significance

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1 Did the UofM Board meet the composition
requirements established in Section 49-8201,
Tennessee Code Annotated?
2 Did the UofM Board establish standing
committees?
3 Did the UofM Board establish rules and
policies for defining the residency of students
for the purpose of determining out-of-state
tuition charges, as established in Section 49-8104, Tennessee Code Annotated?
4 Did the UofM Board establish grievance
procedures for all support staff employees as
required by Section 49-8-117, Tennessee
Code Annotated?
5 Did UofM Board members receive training
from the Tennessee Higher Education
Commission as established in Section 498201, Tennessee Code Annotated?
6 Did the UofM Board meet at least four times
in calendar years 2017, 2018, and 2019 and
have a quorum present at each meeting held
since July 1, 2016, as required by Section 498-201, Tennessee Code Annotated?
7 Did the UofM Board make meetings available
for viewing from the board’s website and post
archived meetings, as established in Section
49-8-201, Tennessee Code Annotated?
8 Did the UofM Board and committees comply
with provisions of the Tennessee Open
Meetings Act as established in Title 8,
Chapter 44, Tennessee Code Annotated?
9 Did the UofM Board adopt a policy that
facilitates ongoing professional development
for members as required by Section 49-8-201,
Tennessee Code Annotated?
10 Did the UofM Board adopt bylaws and rules
for the organization and conduct of their
business, as required by Section 49-8-201,
Tennessee Code Annotated?

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

77

Internal Control Components and Underlying Principles
Significant to the Audit Objectives
Control Environment
Audit Objectives
Significance
11 Did the UofM Board and the board’s
Yes
committees comply with applicable
bylaws, policies, and best practice in
conducting their meetings?
No
12 As established in Section 49-8-203,
Tennessee Code Annotated, did the
UofM Board exercise their power to
a. select and employ the chief executive
officer and confirm the appointment of
administrative personnel, teachers, and
other employees and to fix their salaries
and terms of office?
b. prescribe curricula and requirements
for diplomas and degrees?
c. approve operating budgets and set
fiscal policies?
d. establish policies and regulations
regarding the campus life of the
institutions, including student conduct,
student housing, parking, and safety?
13 Did the UofM Board provide a method
Yes
for the general public to address the
board or the board’s committees?
Yes
14 Did the UofM Board have a process to
gauge the interests and concerns of the
campus community, including students
and faculty?
15 Did the UofM Board establish and adopt
No
a code of ethics to govern the conduct of
all appointed members of the board, as
required by Section 49-8-204,
Tennessee Code Annotated?
Yes
16 Did the UofM Board members complete
annual conflict-of-interest forms as
required by board and university
policies?
17 Did the UofM Board promulgate a
No
tenure policy or policies for faculty,
including developing procedures for the
termination of faculty for adequate
cause, as required by Sections 49-8-301
and 303, Tennessee Code Annotated?

Risk Assessment

Information &
Communication

Control Activities

Monitoring

1
–

2
–

3
–

4
–

5
–

6
–

7
–

8
–

9
–

10
Yes

11
–

12
Yes

13
–

14
–

15
–

16
–

17
–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–
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Internal Control Components and Underlying Principles
Significant to the Audit Objectives
Control Environment
Audit Objectives
Significance
Yes
18 Were UofM’s records disposition
authorization policies updated and
approved by the Public Records
Commission since March 2013, and did
they require at least a five-year retention
period?
19 In compliance with the Southern
Yes
Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges’ requirements,
the Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges’ guidance, and
UofM Board policies, did the UofM
Board evaluate the UofM President’s
performance?
20 Did the UofM Board approve and monitor
Yes
significant capital projects?
21 Did the UofM Board ensure the university
Yes
followed applicable policies for extra
compensation, promotions, and raises for
administrative and executive staff?
No
22 Did UofM’s staffing turnover percentage
fall below the annual total separations
rates for state and local education
provided by the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics?
Campus Security and Safety
1 How has the UofM Board monitored
campus safety and security?
2 Has UofM management conducted an
assessment of campus security during the
audit period?
3 Did UofM release the Annual Security
and Fire Safety Reports for 2016 through
2019?
4 Did the 2019 UofM Annual Security and
Fire Safety Report include all required
components?
5 Did UofM management have a timely
warning policy in place to communicate
potential risks to students and the public
as required by the Clery Act?

Risk Assessment

Information &
Communication

Control Activities

Monitoring

1
–

2
–

3
–

4
–

5
–

6
–

7
–

8
–

9
–

10
Yes

11
–

12
Yes

13
–

14
–

15
–

16
–

17
–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–
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Internal Control Components and Underlying Principles
Significant to the Audit Objectives
Control Environment
Audit Objectives

Risk Assessment

Information &
Communication

Control Activities

Monitoring

Significance

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

1 How has the UofM Board monitored
mental health services?
2 Did UofM management provide the
student mental health services as described
on their website?
3 For the audit period, has UofM
management maintained a ratio of
counselors to students in keeping with the
best practice guidance of the International
Association of Counseling Services?
4 Did UofM management establish and
disseminate a suicide prevention plan in
keeping with Section 49-7-172, Tennessee
Code Annotated?
5 Did UofM management track key mental
health data, such as the number of suicides,
counselor caseloads, and services
provided?
Strategic Plan and Performance Measures

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

Yes

–

1 Did the UofM Board approve the most
recent strategic plan?

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

6 Did UofM management have a process in
place to ensure the timely, complete, and
accurate publication of the Clery daily
crime log?
7 Did UofM management have processes to
report Title IX allegations to the Title IX
Office; maintain grievance and case files;
and report Clery-defined crimes to Clery
coordinators?
8 Did UofM management communicate
required aspects of the university’s Title IX
processes to students, including resolution
timelines; grievance procedures; and
services provided, in compliance with Title
IX and the Clery Act?
Mental Health Services
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Internal Control Components and Underlying Principles
Significant to the Audit Objectives
Control Environment

Risk Assessment

Information &
Communication

Control Activities

Monitoring

Audit Objectives

Significance

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

2 How has the UofM Board monitored
the implementation of the strategic
plan and the strategic direction of the
university?
3 Does UofM management have a plan
to address future fundraising needs?
4 How did UofM compare in the
following key performance areas to
peer institutions?
a. Enrollment Rates
b. Retention Rates
c. Graduation Rates
d. Research Expenditures
e. Student Loan Debt
5 Has UofM management taken action to
increase credential production and
transfer student enrollment, in keeping
with the statewide Drive to 55 and
Transfer Pathways’ initiatives?
6 How has UofM monitored students’
“first destination” after graduation
(full-time employment, graduate
school, etc.)?
7 Does UofM management have data
governance policies to use data
accurately and securely?
HEERF Administration

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

Yes

Yes

Yes

–

–

–

–

–

No

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

–

1 Did UofM management develop and
implement a plan to expend its Higher
Education Emergency Relief Fund
(HEERF) funding in compliance with
guidance provided by the U.S.
Department of Education?
2 Did UofM management enter into the
Funding Certification and Agreement
for Emergency Financial Aid Grants to
Students and the Certification and
Agreement for Recipient’s Institutional
Costs?
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APPENDIX 2
University of Memphis Board of Trustees and Committee Membership
University of Memphis Board of Trustees
Members as of September 30, 2020
Member Name
David North, Chair
Douglas Edwards
Marvin Ellison
Alan Graf
Cato Johnson
Brad Martin
Carol Roberts
Susan Springfield
David Kemme, Faculty Trustee
Danielle Fong, Student Trustee

Term Expiration Alumnus
June 30, 2025
No
June 30, 2025
Yes
June 30, 2020*
Yes
June 30, 2022
No
June 30, 2020*
Yes
June 30, 2022
Yes
June 30, 2025
No
June 30, 2020*
Yes
April 23, 2021
N/A
May 31, 2021
N/A

State
TN
TN
TX
TN
TN
TN
TN
TN
N/A
N/A

Source: UofM Board Secretary
*TCA 49-8-201(f)(5) stipulates that “If a vacancy occurs by reason of expiration of term, the board member whose
term is expiring shall serve until a successor is appointed.”

University of Memphis Board of Trustees Standing Committees
Members as of September 30, 2020
Source: UofM Board Secretary

Executive Committee
David North, Chair
Carol Roberts, Vice Chair
Cato Johnson, Second Vice Chair
Audit Committee
Susan Springfield, Chair
Douglas Edwards, Vice Chair
Marvin Ellison
Danielle Fong
Alan Graf
Cato Johnson
Carol Roberts
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Academic, Research, and Student Success
Committee
David Kemme, Chair
Douglas Edwards, Vice Chair
Marvin Ellison
Danielle Fong
Brad Martin
David North
Carol Roberts
Provost, Ex-officio, non-voting
VP for Research, Ex-officio, non-voting
VP for Student Affairs, Ex-officio, non-voting
Governance and Finance Committee
David North, Chair
Cato Johnson, Vice Chair
Danielle Fong
Alan Graf
David Kemme
Brad Martin
Susan Springfield
President, Ex-officio, non-voting
VP for Business and Finance, Ex-officio, nonvoting
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APPENDIX 3
University of Memphis Peer Institutions
UofM management identified the 42 institutions in Table 7 as peers and further categorized the peer institutions into five groups.
These categories include peer groups based on funding, academics, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) comparisons,
and the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) comparisons, as well as Urban 13 universities, which is an informal researchsharing association of nineteen public urban universities. From the total list of peer institutions, we selected five universities for our
analysis, choosing the five institutions that were geographically closest to UofM and had the information needed for our analysis publicly
available.
Table 7
UofM Peer Institutions
Peer Institutions
Name
Location
Arizona State University
Tempe, AZ
Austin Peay State University
Clarksville, TN
City College of New York
New York, NY
Cleveland State University
Cleveland, OH
East Tennessee State University
Johnson City, TN
Florida A&M University
Tallahassee, FL
Florida International University
Miami, FL
George Mason University
Fairfax, VA
Georgia State University
Atlanta, GA
Middle Tennessee State University
Murfreesboro, TN
Mississippi State University*
Mississippi State, MS
Portland State University
Portland, OR
Indiana University - Purdue University
Indianapolis, IN
Indianapolis
Temple University
Philadelphia, PA
Tennessee State University
Nashville, TN
Tennessee Technological University
Cookeville, TN
Texas A&M University - Commerce
Commerce, TX

Funding

X
X
X

Comparison Groups
Academic
Urban 13
THEC
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

NSSE

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Peer Institutions
Name
Texas Technological University
University of Alabama*
University of Alabama at Birmingham*
University of Arkansas*
University of Cincinnati
University of Houston
University of Illinois at Chicago
University of Louisiana – Lafayette
University of Louisville
University of Massachusetts - Boston
University of Missouri - Kansas City
University of Missouri - St. Louis*
University of New Orleans
University of North Carolina Greensboro
University of Oklahoma Norman
Campus
University of Pittsburgh
University of South Alabama
University of South Carolina - Columbia
University of South Florida
University of Tennessee - Knoxville
University of Texas - San Antonio
University of Toledo
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee
Virginia Commonwealth University
Wayne State University

Location
Lubbock, TX
Tuscaloosa, AL
Birmingham, AL
Fayetteville, AR
Cincinnati, OH
Houston, TX
Chicago, IL
Lafayette, LA
Louisville, KY
Boston, MA
Kansas City, MO
St. Louis, MO
New Orleans, LA

Funding
X
X

Comparison Groups
Academic
Urban 13
THEC

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

NSSE

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

Greensboro, NC

X

Norman, OK

X

Pittsburgh, PA
Mobile, AL
Columbia, SC
Tampa, FL
Knoxville, TN
San Antonio, TX
Toledo, OH
Milwaukee, WI
Richmond, VA
Detroit, MI

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

* denotes peers chosen for our analysis
Source: https://www.memphis.edu/oir/about/peer.php, Office of Institutional Research
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APPENDIX 4
Other Reports From the Comptroller’s Office
Two divisions within the Comptroller’s Office have released reports involving the
University of Memphis since July 1, 2016, including the Division of State Audit and the Office of
Research and Education Accountability. In the following pages, we exhibit selected findings,
results, and key conclusions from these reports. We have not performed audit procedures within
the scope of our audit engagement on these areas; therefore, we present these for informative
purposes only. The full reports can be accessed at the Comptroller’s Office website:
https://comptroller.tn.gov/advanced-search.html.
Division of State Audit
The Division of State Audit annually performs a financial statement audit on UofM. We
present the audit findings from the 2019 financial and compliance audit report below.
The University of Memphis did not have adequate policies for the collection of
accounts receivable
The University of Memphis’s accounts receivable collection procedures were neither
documented nor in compliance with Tennessee Board of Regents Guideline B-010,
“Collection of Accounts Receivable.” The university’s unwritten collection procedures
differed from the requirements of the guideline as to when staff sent collection letters and
when staff sent accounts to collection agencies.
The University of Memphis did not provide adequate internal controls in one specific
area The University of Memphis did not design and monitor effective internal controls in
one area. We found an internal control deficiency in this area. The details of this finding are
confidential pursuant to Section 10-7-504(i), Tennessee Code Annotated.
Office of Research and Education Accountability
The Office of Research and Education Accountability has released a series of reports on
the outcomes-based funding for the state’s public colleges and universities, including a November
2017 overview report and then an August 2018 individual profile for UofM. For an explanation
of the outcomes-based funding formula versus traditional higher education funding formulas, see
the following excerpt.

86

Changes to Tennessee’s Higher Education Funding Models from the Office of Research and
Education Accountability’s Funding Tennessee’s Public Colleges and Universities:
The Outcomes-Based Funding Formula Report, Released in November 2017

The Office of Research and Education Accountability’s campus-based report illuminates
changes in state funding received since the implementation of the outcomes-based formula. We
exhibit key points from the office’s review of UofM below.
Key Points from the Office of Research and Education Accountability’s
Outcomes-Based Funding Formula Profile: University of Memphis, Released in August 2018
Like all public universities, the University of Memphis (UM) has seen an
increase in operating funding since the outcomes-based funding formula
was implemented in 2010-11, though the rate of funding growth at UM has
been below the average for all universities. UM’s cumulative percent change in
operating funding received under the formula has increased by approximately 17 percent since
2010-11. This is about 7 percent less than the cumulative percent change in total operating
funding to all public four-year institutions. The 17 percent cumulative growth for UM represents
approximately $15.9 million in additional operating funding since 2010-11.
One of the main reasons for UM’s rate of funding growth is the institution’s performance over the past
four years on outcomes with the highest mission weights. Mission weights allow the leadership of each
institution, in conjunction with the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC), to identify
certain outcomes as more or less important to the institution’s mission. Performance on outcomes with
higher mission weights will have a greater effect on the amount of funding received under the formula,
all else being equal. The outcomes with the highest mission weights at UM are bachelor’s and
associate degrees produced, the six-year graduation rate, and doctoral and law degrees produced.
UM has improved performance on the number of bachelor’s and associate degrees produced over the
past four years, but the six-year graduation rate and the number of doctoral and law degrees produced
have decreased. It is important to note that an institution’s funding amount under the formula is not
based on its performance in isolation; the performance of other institutions is also taken into account
when determining a given institution’s funding amount. Institutions with greater increases on
outcome measures relative to other institutions will receive a higher share of funding.
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APPENDIX 5
Selected Financial Information
University of Memphis
Summary of Unrestricted Current Funds Available and Applied18
Fiscal Years 2019 and 2020
2019 Actual
REVENUES
Education and General
Tuition and Fees
State Appropriations
Grants and Contracts
Private Gifts
Sales & Services
Other Sources
Total Education and General
Sales and Services of Aux Enterprises
Total Revenues
EXPENDITURES AND TRANSFERS
Education and General
Instruction
Research
Public Service
Academic Support
Student Services
Institutional Support
Operation & Maintenance of Plant
Scholarships & Fellowships
Subtotal Expenditures
Total Mandatory Transfers
Total Non-Mandatory Transfers
Total Education and General
Auxiliaries Enterprises Expenditures
Auxiliaries Mandatory Transfers
Auxiliaries Non-Mandatory Transfers
Total Expenditures and Transfers

$

$
$

$

$

$

$

18

2020 Budgeted

204,254,549
115,598,400
8,008,558
20,396,478
36,011,443
7,159,692
391,429,120
27,243,904
418,673,024

$

143,914,856
28,938,890
6,287,548
31,838,816
63,182,269
29,128,396
34,600,364
29,148,727
367,039,866
3,703,628
22,635,448
393,378,942
15,787,862
6,916,114
4,511,254
420,594,172

$

$
$

$

$

$

208,440,500
123,305,700
8,782,600
19,921,200
41,767,800
3,584,000
405,801,800
34,376,600
440,178,400

167,520,000
51,963,800
8,020,000
36,931,300
68,465,100
32,851,300
37,683,000
33,032,900
436,467,400
5,937,700
(17,195,000)
425,210,100
23,336,400
7,693,400
8,646,800
464,886,700

The financial information presented was obtained from the UofM Budget for 2019-20. We did not perform auditing
procedures on this information; therefore, we do not conclude on its accuracy.
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APPENDIX 6
University of Memphis Employee Turnover
We analyzed UofM’s employee turnover rate among full-time employees for the fiscal
years ending June 30, 2017, 2018, and 2019. We calculated UofM’s turnover rate as the number
of total separations during the entire fiscal year as a percent of average employment for the entire
fiscal year. We compared the university’s turnover rates to the seasonally adjusted total
separations rates reported by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Job Openings and Labor
Turnover Survey (JOLTS) program19 for the government state and local education industry.
The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics JOLTS program “produces monthly data on job
openings, hiring, and separations” for “all nonfarm establishments in the private sector as well as
federal, state, and local governments in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.” The program’s
reports include data on total separations, which includes all employee terminations, such as
employees that quit their jobs, are laid off for more than 7 days, or retire, but does not include
transfers within the same location, employees on strike, temporary employees, or contractors and
consultants. The program calculates the total separations rate as the total number of separations
during the month as a percent of average employment for the entire month. The JOLTS program
also publishes an adjusted rate that considers “periodic fluctuations caused by events such as
weather, holidays, and the beginning and ending of the school year.” To establish a benchmark
for our analysis, we added the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics JOLTS program’s seasonally
adjusted total separations rates for each month of the fiscal year together to create a total
separations rate for the fiscal year.
In Table 8 below, we provide UofM’s turnover rate by fiscal year. We then present the
sum of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics JOLTS program’s seasonally adjusted monthly total
separations rates for the months that comprise the fiscal year and UofM’s turnover rates.
Table 8
Comparison of UofM and Industry Average Turnover
For Fiscal Year 2017 to 2019
Fiscal Year

UofM Turnover Rate
for Fiscal Year

2016-2017
2017-2018
2018-2019

14.2%
13.7%
12.8%

Sum of JOLTS
Monthly Total
Separations Rates for
Fiscal Year
16.5%
17.6%
19.2%

Source: Auditor calculations from data provided by UofM management and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

19
The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey program obtains data from a target
sample size of approximately 16,400 establishments from a total population of approximately 9 million establishments
on a voluntary basis and classifies data by industry, location, and private or government sectors. The U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics presents its methodology for compiling the data included in the Job Openings and Labor Turnover
Survey program in the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Handbook of Methods. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
provides the handbook online at https://www.bls.gov/opub/hom/home.htm.
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APPENDIX 7
University of Memphis Salary Information
In the following Table, we exhibit the total salary expenditures for UofM employees for each fiscal year. UofM management
provided the information to auditors, and we did not perform procedures to verify the data; therefore, we do not express an opinion as
to its accuracy.
Table 9
UofM Salary Information
For Fiscal Years 2001 to 2019
Fiscal
Year

Faculty

Clerical /
Technical

Professional

Students and
Graduate Assistants

Coaches

Total

Percent
Change

2019

$94,326,161

$32,793,329

$45,176,237

$19,662,116

2018

91,581,308

32,350,666

41,760,776

18,634,350

$10,948,532

$10,108,942

$213,015,317

3.45%

11,085,707

10,500,452

205,913,259

5.98%

2017

88,054,695

31,191,492

39,606,717

17,984,068

9,762,023

7,702,067

194,301,062

2.36%

2016

88,108,727

28,653,120

40,155,616

17,535,387

10,157,105

5,219,429

189,829,384

2.06%

2015

86,201,040

24,563,407

41,961,994

17,375,019

10,910,786

4,981,247

185,993,493

-2.56%

2014

86,964,828

26,524,041

43,159,955

17,946,314

11,444,416

4,834,914

190,874,468

0.96%

2013

85,499,701

27,814,835

41,599,576

18,312,332

11,124,909

4,711,130

189,062,483

1.68%

2012

83,391,954

28,425,929

40,546,918

18,561,471

10,909,614

4,101,048

185,936,934

4.29%

2011

81,457,477

28,189,947

36,682,082

18,166,742

10,092,623

3,706,221

178,295,092

1.82%

2010

79,265,848

27,530,556

35,395,426

17,379,236

9,681,163

5,853,594

175,105,823

-0.70%

2009

81,329,217

29,282,134

36,703,692

16,009,586

9,894,605

3,122,838

176,342,072

1.32%

2008

80,535,111

28,907,644

36,516,776

16,071,418

9,043,653

2,977,778

174,052,380

3.94%

2007

76,975,013

27,866,832

36,244,834

15,688,570

8,538,923

2,140,572

167,454,744

4.59%

2006

76,443,680

27,562,720

31,365,347

15,482,455

7,482,105

1,767,641

160,103,948

5.33%

2005

83,553,131

23,005,603

24,174,657

14,663,230

4,425,922

2,185,846

152,008,389

5.15%

2004

80,250,648

22,435,216

21,288,525

14,584,020

3,997,607

2,010,849

144,566,865

3.99%

2003

77,154,378

22,148,379

20,400,374

13,454,385

3,854,347

2,007,686

139,019,549

3.12%

2002

75,927,410

21,777,108

19,437,579

12,523,676

3,336,653

1,811,043

134,813,469

6.90%

2001

69,434,397

20,906,385

18,696,211

12,233,019

3,045,308

1,797,996

126,113,316

Source: Provided by the UofM Board Secretary
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Administrative

APPENDIX 8
University of Memphis Response to Results of Audit Work
In response to our review of the university’s Strategic Plan and Performance Measures,
which begins on page 54, and our Results of Audit Work, which begins on page 66, the University
of Memphis President provided the following letter, dated October 26, 2020, and requested its
inclusion in the audit report. We did not perform procedures to verify the data and calculations
presented in the letter; therefore, we do not express an opinion as to the accuracy of the information.
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m
111 MEMPHIS..

Office of the President

THE UNIVERSITY OF

341 Administration Building
Memphis, Tennessee 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.2234
Fax:
901.678.5065
www.memphis.edu

October 26, 2020
Mr. Justin Wilson
Tennessee State Comptroller ofthe Treasury
Cordell Hull Building
424 Fifth Avenue North
Nashville, TN 37243
Dear Mr. Wilson:
We have a number ofconcerns related to university outcomes, as currently discussed in the audit
text. Despite previously raised concerns, the discussion ofoutcomes is misleading and inaccurate
for two reasons:
1) The majority ofthe peers listed are aspirational research peers, and not appropriate for the
outcome comparisons offered. The auditors selected from multiple lists on our website
without acknowledging the considerable difference in the nature ofthe groupings. Although
they modified the five institutions they selected in response to our earlier comments, they
still do not align well with our current student population nor the infrastructure and resource
level ofthe University ofMemphis. One ofthe additions (i.e. UAB) is indeed included in the
Urban13, but it is a Carnegie Rl university with a medical school and health science center.
The UofM is an institution with 52% Pell-eligible students with an annual budget ofless
than $600M, rendering the outcome comparisons seriously flawed. Multiple national studies
have consistently shown that family income is the single greatest variable in predicting
college graduation rates. Since retention and graduation rates are the issue, comparable peers
include those at the same research level (R2) during the time-period studied, and with
comparable rates ofPell-eligible students as a reliable indicator offamily income. We have
offered more meaningful comparisons, but they have failed to respond. More comparable
peers for the University ofMemphis outcome measures are our "Urban 13 Peers", who are
the same Carnegie Class (R2, Very High Research Activity), similarly resourced and with
comparable Pell-eligible populations. The socio-demographic profile and mission ofthese
institutions during the timeframe under consideration is profoundly more similar than the
peer group included in the audit. More specifically, the Urban 13 peers include: Cleveland
State, Florida A&M, IUPUI, Portland State, UMASS-Boston, University ofMemphis,
University ofMissouri-Kansas City, University ofToledo, University ofNew Orleans and
University ofMissouri-St. Louis. The average percentage ofPell-eligible students in the
Urban 13 from 2015-2018 is 47%. The population ofPell-eligible students at the University
ofMemphis is 52%. The average percentage ofPell-eligible students for the peer

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action 1Jnivel"5ity

Mr. Justin Wilson
October 26, 2020
Page 2

comparison group is only 31 %. If there is any question about the impact of socio-economic
status (SES) on outcomes like retention and graduation, this piece from the Johns Hopkins
Institute for Education Policy clearly notes lower graduation rates for lower SES
backgrounds given a broad range of challenges outside of academic preparedness
(https://edpolicy.education.jhu.edu/wpcontentluploads/2016/0 3/FamiIyincomeandcollegegapmastheadFlNA L.pdf).
2) The purpose of the audit is to measure progress (or lack of it) in key areas at the locally
governed institutions since the move to autonomous boards. Our Board began operating in
March 2017. The relevant time-period should be from 2017 through 2021 instead of 20152018. Two years ago, we reached an all-time UofM graduation rate high of 53%.
Additionally, the current year's 6-year graduation rate of 51.4% and the highest ever 5-year
graduation rate of 50.1%, along with next year's projected 6-year rate of 55%, should be
included in the text to accurately reflect progress since the Board's inception. This data
represents the significant work done under our Board, the remarkable progress made, and
cover the years since the Board's inception. The omission of this critical data is misleading
and offers an inaccurate picture of the University of Memphis, the hard work done over the
past three years in particular, and the important impact of our Board, which is the stated
purpose of the audit.
Both of the flaws noted are substantial and critical to the central purpose of the audit, accuracy
and subsequent review. This information is misleading and would likely lead to an inaccurate
understanding of the University's progress and the Board's performance in this area. It suggests
stagnant numbers and numbers that are lower than our relevant peers. The opposite is actually
true. The University of Memphis has equaled or surpassed the performance of relevant peer
institutions and has made unparalleled progress since the Board's start. Additionally, the past
three years are evidence that the gains are clearly sustainable and provide a solid foundation to
reach our current graduation rate goal of 61% over the next five years.
Sincerely,

M�fPresident

An Equal Opportunity, Affirmative Action University

